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O1-1 These introductory comments are more fully developed later in this comment letter 
and therefore more detailed responses are presented later for each topic. 

 
O1-2 The mitigation measures are not necessarily implemented through the draft General 

Plan Update text.  The mitigation has been incorporated into the draft 
Implementation Plan, however, which will become part of the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program for the EIR. 

 
O1-3 The comment recommends that two infeasible measures discussed in DEIR 

Section 2.7.6.8 be implemented: (1) Require development guidelines to be prepared 
and incorporated into all community plans that would limit the amount of future 
development in order to reduce hazards associated with wildland fires; and (2) 
Substantially reduce planned densities in areas of concern.  The County does not 
agree with this comment.  After each stated measure in DEIR Section 2.7.6.8, the 
County provides the rationale for determining that the mitigation measures are 
infeasible.  The primary reason that these measures are not feasible is because they 
would directly conflict with the project objectives listed in the DEIR project 
description.  It should be noted that the General Plan Update does propose to 
substantially lower densities in Very High Hazard Severity Zones when compared to 
the existing General Plan.  However, when compared to existing conditions, the 
densities would not be low enough to reach a finding of “less than significant.” 

 
O1-4 The comment contends that draft Safety Element Policy S-1.1, Land Use 

Designations, to minimize the population exposed to hazards is not carried through 
in the Land Use Element or Safety Element policies.  The comment further states 
that the Project Land Use Map proposes density increases in Very High Hazard 
areas.  The County does not agree with the comment.  In fact, in most cases in very 
high fire risk areas the project proposes very low densities (decreased density when 
compared to the existing General Plan).   

 
The County also does not agree that draft Safety Element policies under Goal S-3, 
Minimized Fire Hazards, are inconsistent with Policy S-1.1.  The draft General Plan 
Safety Element states, "Because most of the unincorporated County is located within 
high or very high fire hazard severity zones, avoiding high threat areas is not 
possible."  Since it is not feasible to totally avoid developing in very high hazard 
areas, the policies under Goal S-3 are intended to ensure any development that 
does occur minimizes loss to life and property.  These policies are provided in the 
draft Safety Element as follows: 
 
GOAL S-3 Minimized Fire Hazards.  Minimize injury, loss of life, and damage to 

property resulting from structural or wildland fire hazards. 
 
S-3.1 Defensible Development.  Require development to be located, 

designed, and constructed to provide adequate defensibility and minimize 
the risk of structural loss and life safety resulting from wildland fires. 

 
S-3.2 Development in Hillsides and Canyons.  Require development located 

near ridgelines, top of slopes, saddles, or other areas where the terrain or 
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topography affect its susceptibility to wildfires to be located and designed 
to account for topography and reduce the increased risk from fires. 

 
S-3.3 Minimize Flammable Vegetation.  Site and design development to 

minimize the likelihood of a wildfire spreading to structures by minimizing 
pockets or peninsulas, or islands of flammable vegetation within a 
development. 

 
S-3.4 Service Availability.  Plan for development where fire and emergency 

services are available or planned. 
 
S-3.5 Access Roads.  Require development to provide additional access 

roads when necessary to provide for safe access of emergency 
equipment and civilian evacuation concurrently.  

 
S-3.6 Fire Protection Measures.  Ensure that development located within fire 

threat areas implement measures that reduce the risk of structural and 
human loss due to wildfire. 

 
S-3.7 Fire Resistant Construction.  Require all new, remodeled, or rebuilt 

structures to meet current ignition resistance construction codes and 
establish and enforce reasonable and prudent standards that support 
retrofitting of existing structures in high fire hazards areas. 

 
Future development will be required to demonstrate that it meets these policies.  
These restrictions, in addition to the low densities proposed for Very High Hazard 
areas by the General Plan Update, would minimize potential hazards related to 
wildland fires. 

 
O1-5 The County understands the commenter’s concern and strives to reduce wildland 

fire hazards in every way that is feasible.  In addition to the proposed low densities in 
hazardous areas, and the many policies and mitigation measures described in the 
DEIR for the General Plan Update, the County has already taken aggressive action 
to address fire safety issues in the unincorporated area.  The San Diego County Fire 
Authority was created by the County Board of Supervisors in July 2008 to improve 
fire and life safety services, federal stimulus funds are being used for critical fire 
safety resources, and discretionary projects are required to adhere to the County’s 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Wildland Fire and Fire Protection that 
were approved in December of 2008.  While every effort is being made to ensure 
that developed areas of the County are safe and livable, the County still finds that 
the conclusion in the DEIR is correct; that the project would result in a potentially 
significant impact with regard to wildland fire hazards.  It should be noted that the 
County has set a very high standard of significance under CEQA for wildland fire 
hazards.  And as noted above in response to comment O1-4, most of the 
unincorporated County is located within high or very high fire hazard severity zones, 
thereby making it infeasible for the project to completely avoid wildland fire threats to 
structures.  
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O1-6 This comment acknowledges changes made within the General Plan Update Safety 
Element since the draft version circulated in 2008.  No further response to this 
comment is necessary. 

 
O1-7 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan Update and does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR.  The County does not agree that if the number of 
structural losses due to wildland fires is included within the Context section of the 
Safety Element, then the number of acres of natural vegetation burned should also 
be included.  Information regarding the amount and type of vegetation burned in 
wildland fires is not available, while recent amendments to regulations has reduced 
structural losses.  

 
O1-8 The County appreciates the comment that this sentence is misleading and 

unnecessary since it is addressed under "Multiple Fire Protection Districts.”  The 
following sentence has been removed from the Fire Hazards Context section: 
"Wildland fire control in these areas rests predominately with the California State 
Department of Forestry (CAL FIRE) and the United States Forest Service (USFS)." 

 
O1-9 The County does not agree that draft safety Element Goal S-3, Minimized Fire 

Hazards, should be amended to state that development should be avoided in high 
risk areas.  The goal is intended to be broader as it focuses on minimizing any loss 
due to fire.  Avoiding development in high risk areas is a means to implement this 
goal and is more appropriate as a policy. 

 
 This comment further recommends that a policy be added that would avoid 

development in Very High Hazard Zones.  The County does not concur that a new 
policy is necessary since draft Land Use Element policy LU-6.10 Protection from 
Wildfires and Unmitigable Hazards assigns land uses and densities that would 
minimize development in Very High or High Hazard Areas. 

 
O1-10 The County appreciates this comment, but does not concur that the policy should be 

changed.  The focus of this policy is on the design and location of lots in new 
development to minimize risks from fires when it is not feasible to totally avoid 
development in hillsides and canyons. 

 
 In addition, the County does not concur that "maximum ignition-resistant 

construction" needs to be added to this policy as this issue is already addressed in 
draft Safety Element Policy S-3.7, Fire Resistant Construction.  Therefore, no 
changes have been made. 

 
O1-11 The County appreciates this suggestion but does not agree with it.  The sidebar to 

the right of the policy is meant to provide clarification but is not a part of the policy.  
Therefore, no change has been made.  

 
O1-12 The County does not agree that draft Safety Element Policy S-3.7, Fire Resistant 

Construction, should be changed to establish standards that would "require" 
retrofitting of existing structures in Very High Hazard Areas.  This is outside the 
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County's authority; therefore, the policy is written to "support" retrofitting existing 
structures. 

 
O1-13 General Plan Update draft Safety Element Policy S-4.1, Fuel Management 

Programs, has been revised as shown below based on this comment, along with 
some grammatical changes. 

 
 "Support programs consistent with state law that require fuel management/ 

modification within established defensible space boundaries and when strategic fuel 
modification is necessary outside of defensible space, balance fuel management 
needs to protect structures with the preservation of native vegetation and sensitive 
habitats. 

 
O1-14 The County does not agree that draft Safety Element Policy S-4.2, Coordination to 

Minimize Fuel Management, Impacts should be revised to require the County to 
incorporate comments from CAL FIRE and the wildlife agencies; however, the policy 
has been amended to replace the phrase "solicit comments" with "consider 
comments".  In addition, local fire agencies have been added to the list of agencies 
with which the County will coordinate. 

 
O1-15 The Vegetation Management Report identified tools that agencies could consider 

when managing vegetation; as such it would not be appropriate to reference this 
report in the draft General Plan and DEIR.  See also responses to comments I20-14 
and X5-56. 

 
O1-16 The draft General Plan policies adequately address fire risk and life safety 

objectives.  Shelter-in-Place is an option available to achieve those objectives 
through fire code and General Plan policy requirements.  It is not necessary to 
include in the General Plan.  

 
O1-17 The County does not agree with this comment.  The description of potential impacts 

from climate change provided in the DEIR is consistent with available studies and 
reports on the issue.  Section 2.17.6.2 discusses mitigation that is related to this 
issue.  The comment provides no further detail or suggestions for consideration by 
the County so further response is not necessary.  

 
O1-18 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR explains that if water is 

not available then the draft General Plan contains policies that will preclude a project 
from being approved and built.  The DEIR also explains that the County Water 
Authority is planning to expand future water supplies, as well as improve upon the 
reliability of its supplies.  It is not clear what further analysis is necessary as 
suggested by the comment.  Therefore, no further response is provided.  

 
O1-19 The County does not agree with this comment.  Potential groundwater impacts are 

thoroughly discussed in Section 2.8 and Appendix D of the DEIR.  
 
O1-20 The County does not agree with this comment.  As explained in the DEIR, the AB 32 

standard is to reduce statewide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  The comment 
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references the requirement of a 30 percent reduction; however, this is not a 
requirement of State law or any associated policy.  Also, the goal of reducing 
emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 is contained in an Executive Order 
issued by the California Governor.  An Executive Order does not have the force and 
effect of law.  Nor is there law or guidance similar to that of AB 32 and its associated 
implementing legislation and reports for the 2050 target.  Therefore, the County did 
not use the 2050 target in determining significance of impacts. 

 
 In addition, as part of AB 32, the California Air Resources Board was directed to 

prepare and approve a scoping plan for achieving the maximum technologically 
feasible and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from sources or 
categories of sources of greenhouse gases by 2020.  The scoping plan, approved by 
the CARB Board December 12, 2008, provides the outline for actions to reduce 
greenhouse gases in California to achieve the AB 32 target.  The approved scoping 
plan indicates how these emission reductions will be achieved from significant 
greenhouse gas (GHG) sources via regulations, market mechanisms and other 
actions.  As detailed in the scoping plan, achievement of the 2020 target requires 
actions from all levels of government and no single sector of government is expected 
to achieve the target alone.  Nevertheless, the County has included in its policies and 
mitigation measures a firm commitment to achieving the AB 32 targets.  This 
commitment serves as a performance standard that will achieve the AB 32 targets 
and in committing to this standard, the County will implement the measures 
necessary for it to be achieved.  Therefore, as a result of this and other comments, 
the County has reevaluated its conclusions related to climate change related impacts 
and determined that they should be determined to be mitigated to a less than 
significant level.  This revision has been made to the DEIR. 

 
O1-21 The County does not agree with this comment.  It is believed that the comment 

should be referring to Appendix K of the DEIR, which is the Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Inventory that was prepared by the County (not the University of San 
Diego).  The mitigation measures identified in Appendix K of the DEIR are included 
in the General Plan Update Implementation Plan as action items that will be 
undertaken by the County.  In addition, Section III.C of the Inventory evaluates the 
potential reductions that could be achieved through implementation of these actions.  
The County has identified all feasible mitigation related to GHG emissions.  The 
comment does not identify any other measures for consideration and therefore no 
further response is necessary.  

 
O1-22 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan and does not 

address the adequacy of the EIR.  The County does not concur that many policies of 
the draft General Plan are stated vaguely, rather than as commitments.  Most of the 
policies are stated as absolutes, with an implied shall.  The instances where less 
affirmative language is used occur primarily when the implementation of these 
policies is outside the authority of the County.  See also response to comment S1-
25. 

 
O1-23 This comment acknowledges the previous revisions made to draft General Plan Land 

Use Element Policy LU-6.1, Environmental Sustainability. 
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O1-24 It should be noted that Policy LU-8.3 has been revised further as follows: 

 
“DiscourageProhibit development that would significantly drawdown the groundwater 
table to the detriment of groundwater-dependent habitat, except in the Borrego 
Valley.”   
 
The change of policy language from “prohibit” to “discourage significant” was made 
so as to avoid placing a moratorium on the use of groundwater in the backcountry. 

 
O1-25 The draft General Plan glossary has been revised to replace the definition for 

"sustainable" with a definition for "sustainable development" based on the United 
Nations World Commission on environment and Development, as recommended.  
The new definition for sustainable development is provided below: 

 
 "Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability 

of future generations to meet their own needs."   
 
O1-26 This comment states that the DEIR does not include measurable and enforceable 

performance standards.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) states that, 
"Measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant 
effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified 
way.”  Performance standards are not required for all mitigation measures and 
numeric standards would be inappropriate for most of the policies in the General 
Plan.  Instead, most draft General Plan policies and implementation measures 
contain objective standards of implementation.  This is appropriate given that the 
General Plan is a policy level document that guides decision making and program 
implementation.  The County has specifically avoided the use of excessive detail in 
its General Plan in order to provide a concise, clear, and more user friendly policy 
document.  A second level of detail is provided in the General Plan Draft 
Implementation Plan, which also contains the mitigation measures identified in the 
DEIR.  This is also a policy level document leaving further detail to be provided with 
development of specific implementation measures.  However, in either case, the 
County believes that compliance with the policy or measure is clear. 

 
O1-27 This comment provides a concluding statement and does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 
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O2-1 This introductory comment describes the organization and the commenter's 
expertise in conservations issues.  It does not raise specific issues relative to the 
DEIR, and therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
O2-2 These introductory comments regarding general issues with the DEIR are more fully 

developed later in this comment letter and therefore more detailed responses are 
presented below for each topic. 

 
O2-3 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Ultimately, the Board of 

Supervisors must determine how the County can best meet its objectives.  The 
information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
O2-4 The County agrees with this comment and finds that it is not at variance with the 

existing content of the draft EIR.  The Conservation Biology Institute Analysis of 
General Plan-2020 San Diego County (CBI 2005) cited in this comment was also 
referenced in the DEIR as one source of substantial evidence that the project will 
have significant direct and indirect impacts to special status species and their 
habitats (see Section 2.4.3.1 of the DEIR).  

 
O2-5 The County finds this sentence to be ambiguous and possibly erroneous.  The 

County agrees that the Referral Map (or proposed project) will result in more 
development than what is on the ground today; and further, that the associated 
development will result in significant loss and fragmentation of natural habitats.  This 
conclusion is consistent with the analysis provided in the DEIR (see Sections 2.4.3.1 
and 2.4.3.2).  However, it is not clear what is meant by "profound implications for the 
long-term viability of our public open space resources."  The County continuously 
provides assurances for the viability of public open space areas that are deeded to 
the County or dedicated to the County.  Without a more specific example or 
substantive explanation of the perceived effects to "public open space resources," 
the County cannot provide further response to the comment. 

 
O2-6 The issues raised in this comment are not at variance with the content of the DEIR.  

The significance of direct and indirect development impacts on species and habitat 
are discussed in Section 2.4.3.1 of the DEIR.  Also refer to response to comment 
O2-4 above.   

 
O2-7 This comment seems to suggest that indirect impacts for the proposed project and 

the alternatives should have been quantified in the DEIR.  The County considers any 
attempt to quantify potential indirect effects to habitat on such a large scale to be 
speculative.  As noted in response to comment O2-4 above, the CBI 2005 report was 
incorporated into the DEIR impact analysis for biological resources to illustrate to the 
public and the decision makers how the indirect impacts of the proposed project can 
significantly affect species and habitat.  The DEIR also includes a detailed discussion 
of the various sources of indirect impacts in Section 2.4.3.1.  This analysis was relied 
upon in the evaluations of the alternatives in Sections 4.2.2.4, 4.3.2.4, and 4.4.2.4.  
The comment further states that indirect impacts "will be greatest for the Referral 
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Map."  This statement is consistent with the analysis provided in the DEIR (see Table 
S-2 and discussion provided throughout Chapter 4 of the DEIR). 

 
O2-8 This comment is not at variance with the content of the DEIR. 
 
O2-9 As stated above in responses to comments O2-4, O2-6, and O2-7, the County 

agrees that the project will result in significant indirect impacts; and the County 
concurs that impacts to biological resources would be greater under the Referral 
Map than they would be under the other three alternatives in the DEIR.  These 
issues are not at variance with the content of the DEIR. 

 
O2-10 Financial considerations were not addressed in the DEIR.  Therefore, the conclusion 

provided in this comment can neither be confirmed nor refuted.  However, it should 
be noted that Chapter 4 of the DEIR concludes that environmental effects to 
biological resources in general would be reduced under the project alternatives when 
compared to the Referral Map.  As such, the comment is not at variance with the 
conclusions provided in the DEIR. 

 
O2-11 The comment suggests that part of the role of the EIR is to analyze or compare the 

proposed land use map with the proposed policies.  The County does not agree that 
this is required or that the discussion would be meaningful.  The DEIR describes the 
many project components and how they work together.  In addition, staff has 
thoroughly reviewed the General Plan Update for internal consistency.  When any 
conflicts or inconsistencies are identified, they have been revised and/or removed.  
The comment does not specify what inconsistencies occur with the listed policies.  
Therefore, no further response or document revisions can be provided. 

 
O2-12 The County proposes policies in the General Plan Update to guide planning in the 

unincorporated area.  The reasons and goals that serve as the framework for the 
policies are also described in the text.  The DEIR then refers to some policies that 
will mitigate or lessen environmental impacts.  The DEIR also includes other 
implementation programs as mitigation measures.   

 
 The comment lists adverse effects that result from "greater fragmentation."  

However, it should be noted that the project is proposing substantially less 
fragmentation than would occur under the existing General Plan.  The comment goes 
on to state that the "Environmentally Preferred Alternative is most consistent with 
these policies."  It is assumed that the comment is referring to the Environmentally 
Superior Map Alternative.  It is ultimately up to the Board of Supervisors to determine 
which alternative will best meet the County's policies and objectives.  The 
information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
O2-13 The comment misstates the criterion used in the DEIR, which was taken directly from 

CEQA Appendix G.  The full determination of significance is provided in Section 
2.4.3.6 as follows: "Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed 
County General Plan Update would result in a significant impact if it would conflict 
with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or 
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State habitat conservation plan."  The County carefully evaluated this issue and 
found that potential impacts to adopted conservation plans would be less than 
significant.  The comment states that the DEIR does not account for impacts of the 
project or alternatives on the ability to "implement ongoing NCCPs."  The comment 
uses Rancho Guejito as an example.  This example is located outside of any 
approved or adopted NCCP, HCP or other habitat conservation plan.  This implies 
that the comment's use of the term "ongoing NCCPs" refers to future NCCPs and 
conservation plans.  In response, it would be inappropriate to analyze project 
conformance with draft/future conservation plans within the General Plan Update 
DEIR since the details of such plans are not final and the environmental analysis has 
not been conducted.  Nevertheless, the County continually checks for internal 
consistency with such plans and found no potential conflicts.  In fact, based on 
careful review of the draft MSCP Plans for North and East County, this 
comprehensive General Plan Update will be much more compatible with NCCP 
conservation goals than the existing General Plan.  There is no substantial evidence 
that the project would hinder NCCP implementation, including the conservation of 
linkages and core areas.  In addition, the County does not agree that the DEIR lacks 
consideration of downstream impacts to conserved areas within watersheds.  Such 
effects are included within the impact analysis but on a large scale.  Any such effects 
are also highly regulated and mitigated on a local, state, and federal level. 

 
O2-14 The County appreciates this comment and the level of analysis conducted by CBI.  

For the most part, the detailed analysis recommended in the comment cannot be 
conducted in the Alternatives Chapter given the size of the project area and the lack 
of specificity inherent in a General Plan project.  Moreover, for this particular area of 
concern (Rancho Guejito and Santa Ysabel Valley), the County does not agree with 
the specific quantities given in the comment.  The comment's conclusions were 
derived from the 2005 report titled "Analysis of General Plan-2020 San Diego 
County" prepared by CBI.  The County does not dispute this report; however, the 
DEIR narrows the impact analysis of future development based on existing policies 
and ordinances.  Based on County regulations for instance, dwelling units in the 
given area would have a potential impact footprint of five acres each.  The difference 
in number of dwelling units between the Referral Map and Draft Land Use Map for 
the study area is 728 units based on the 2005 report.  Therefore, the difference in 
potential direct impacts would be 3,640 acres (728 x 5 acres) rather than 39,000 
acres.   

 
 The comment goes on to cite the County of San Diego's Biological Mitigation 

Ordinance (BMO).  It should be noted that the ordinance covers only the existing 
County MSCP Subarea in the southwest portion of San Diego County and not the 
Rancho Guejito/Santa Ysabel Valley area.  The County acknowledges that 
conservation plans are needed for the other areas of the County and is preparing 
North and East County MSCP Plans.  While the general information regarding Tier I 
habitats can be used to draw conclusions about other areas, the rules regarding how 
Tier I habitat is conserved or mitigated apply only to the existing MSCP at this time.   
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 The County agrees that environmental resources in the Rancho Guejito/Santa 
Ysabel area are of high value.  As such, the Referral Map and alternative maps 
generally show densities no higher than 1du/40 in these areas. 

 
O2-15 The comment states that the General Plan Update does not take advantage of the 

Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP).  Yet, the CSP is listed as mitigation 
measure Bio-1.1 in the DEIR.  It is also Program 5.1.2.D in the Implementation Plan.  
Therefore, the County does not agree with this assertion.   

 
O2-16 The County agrees that the CSP would minimize potential impacts to biological 

resources and therefore serve as an effective mitigation measure.  This comment is 
consistent with the conclusions in the DEIR. 

 
O2-17 This comment claims that the "Referral Map is in direct conflict with the biological 

principle of reducing dispersed patterns of development."  The County does not 
agree with this comment.  As noted above, the CSP would be effective in reducing 
sprawl and fragmentation during build-out of the General Plan Update.  In addition, 
the Referral Map substantially reduces densities and planned infrastructure in rural 
areas, thereby fulfilling basic biological conservation goals and standards.   

 
O2-18 The issues raised in this comment are not at variance with the content of the DEIR, 

which provides analysis of the differences in density among the proposed 
alternatives for the unincorporated area.    

 
O2-19 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR provides meaningful 

analysis for comparison of the alternatives.  The Alternatives Chapter closely follows 
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6).  It focuses on whether or not there would be 
more or less environmental impacts for a given alternative when compared to the 
proposed project and includes a summary table as an overview of the comparison.  
In addition, the draft policies in the proposed General Plan text appear to be 
consistent with other components of the project, including the draft Land Use Maps 
analyzed in the DEIR.  Yet it should be noted that changes to policies are on-going in 
response to public comments. 
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O3-1 This introductory comment does not raise specific issues relative to the DEIR, and 
therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
O3-2 The County respectfully disagrees with this comment in its entirety.  There is no 

California law requiring a city or county to update its General Plan every 10 years.  
The only requirement is for Housing Element Cycles, formerly 5 years and now every 
8 years.  Additionally, there are no population requirements or targets given by the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  SANDAG uses existing and 
draft General Plans to forecast future populations.  The last two SANDAG forecasts 
were based on the draft General Plan Update maps.  SANDAG forecasts are helpful 
tools that predict what may happen based on implementation of the land use plan 
included in the forecast model.  The County also developed a population forecast 
model that uses more specific information that pertains to the unincorporated area.  
The County uses this and SANDAG's information in the EIR.  Both SANDAG and the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development are in support of 
how the County has addressed population forecasts and accommodated growth in 
the General Plan Update. 

 
O3-3 The County is not proposing a separate ordinance to mandate conservation 

subdivisions.  However, the County is proposing a Conservation Subdivision 
Program (CSP) that involves modifications to multiple ordinances that will facilitate a 
conservation-oriented design among new residential subdivision applications.  The 
program in its entirety can be reviewed at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draft_consubs_070109.pdf.  This 
type of program, or even the mandate for open space on subdivisions, is not a taking 
of private property.  Most rural subdivisions utilize on-site open space as a means to 
mitigate environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA.  Under current lot design and 
zoning restrictions, many projects have to lose units to achieve the necessary 
conservation area; and in some cases, they still have to acquire additional mitigation 
lands or credits off site.  The CSP will help applicants in that it will allow more 
development with a smaller overall footprint while accommodating more mitigation on 
the property.   

 
O3-4 The potential for 95 percent open space would only arise for subdivisions in Rural 

Lands-160 designations.  Even the smallest Tentative Parcel Map would have to be 
320 acres in this designation to yield two dwelling units.  In this case, 95 percent 
open space would amount to 16 acres of residential use and 304 acres of natural 
land or agriculture, which is what would be expected within this type of land use 
designation. 

 
O3-5 It is true that areas set aside for open space within a conservation subdivision would 

not be available for residential use.  It is the County's intent that the subdivider would 
generally reach his/her development potential in the buildable area.  The open space 
area would be used for environmental mitigation, agriculture, or aesthetic value.  This 
is not the same thing as "no future use."  The private owner of the property would 
pay taxes but would receive a tax reduction for acreage within open space. 

 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draft_consubs_070109.pdf
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O3-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence shown to 
support the claim that conservation subdivisions would impact land use patterns or 
that they constitute an inefficient use of property.   

 
O3-7 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County does not claim to offer 

certainty that subdividers will achieve potential yield of housing units under the CSP.  
However, County staff's research shows that the CSP will remove various 
constraints that currently result in loss of potential dwelling units.  Furthermore, 
based on this research, standard or alternative septic systems will typically still be 
accommodated within the consolidated development footprint in a conservation 
subdivision. 

 
O3-8 The CSP is not a part of the General Plan Update documentation but it is a 

component of the overall project as described in the DEIR project description.  The 
various ordinance amendments that make up the CSP are described in Sections 1.6, 
1.8.5, 1.8.6, 1.8.7, and 1.8.8.  In addition, the CSP is a mitigation measure in the 
DEIR for impacts to aesthetics, agriculture, and biology.  

 
O3-9 The subheading for this comment appears to be referring to the language of the draft 

General Plan (permissive language versus mandatory language); however, the 
comment goes on to state that it is the language of the DEIR that is at issue.  In 
either case, the issue of mandatory language versus permissive language has been 
considered carefully in preparing the General Plan Update documents.  The County 
has avoided the use of "should" because it desires a General Plan that is clear on its 
intent and avoids debate during application.  This approach has also been supported 
by a number of stakeholders and commenters on the General Plan Update who have 
indicated that they desire clear and firm commitments to certain policies and actions.  
See also responses to comments G7-2 and O9-2.  

 
O3-10 The County acknowledges the East San Diego County Association of Realtors 

support for the Referral Map, however does not agree that the stated reason is valid.  
The Hybrid Map, as well as the Draft Land Use, and Environmentally Superior Map 
have been established and available for the public to comment on since early 2008.  
Additionally, the maps have been presented to the Community Planning and 
Sponsor Groups, stakeholder groups, and have been available online and for display 
at the Department of Planning and Land Use.  The assertion that the hybrid and 
other alternatives would result as a "de-facto no growth tool" is not supported by fact.  
The Hybrid Map and Draft Land Use Map would accommodate approximately 75,000 
and 74,700 additional housing units respectively, –under five percent less than the 
78,000 that are accommodated by the Referral Map.  Ultimately, the Board of 
Supervisors will determine which land use map will be implemented. 

 
O3-11 The County acknowledges the East San Diego County Association of Realtors' 

concern regarding the need for alternative septic systems, but does agree that the 
specific language requested is appropriate in the General Plan.  The State is still 
developing new regulations for the use of alternative septic systems.  Any specific 
language concerning alternative septic systems is more appropriately addressed in 
the County Onsite Wastewater System Ordinance.  
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O3-12 The County acknowledges the comment, noting that Policy H-1.9 would not require 
inclusionary housing or in-lieu fees. 

 
O3-13 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  The inclusion of an 

equity mechanism such as a Purchase or Transfer of Development Rights (PDR or 
TDR) Program was discussed in great detail early in the General Plan Update 
process.  At the Board's direction, staff worked with the Interest Group to develop a 
recommendation for an equity mechanism program.  As a result, staff reported back 
to the Board in 2004 that the group was unable to support a comprehensive PDR or 
TDR program and instead would focus on an agriculture-specific program.  

 
O3-14 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence that the 

proposed project will result in an economic impact that will result in an adverse 
physical impact.  Without some evidence of physical change, CEQA does not require 
analysis of economic impacts from a proposed project.  See also responses to 
comments O4-2 and O6-3. 

 
O3-15 This provides concluding comments for which a response is not required. 
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O4-1 This comment provides introductory remarks to comments O4-2 through O4-4. 
 
O4-2 The County does not agree with this comment.  No substantial evidence is provided 

to support the claims that the proposed General Plan Update designations will have 
the economic and social effects listed in the comment.  Moreover, social and 
economic effects under CEQA need not be considered in an EIR unless they will 
result in a physical impact on the environment.  See CEQA Guidelines section 
15064(e).  

 
O4-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence that the 

proposed project will result in an economic impact that will result in an adverse 
physical impact.  Courts have clarified the Citizens Association for Sensible 
Development of Bishop Area v County of Inyo (4th Dist. 1985), 172 Cal. App.3d 151, 
to explain that the Bishop ruling did not hold that, as a matter of law, physical change 
must be presumed for the establishment of a retail business.  Friends of Davis v City 
of Davis (3d Dist. 2000), 83 Cal. App. 4th 1004.  Without some evidence of physical 
change, CEQA does not require analysis of economic impacts from a proposed 
project.   

 
 The County does not agree that the density decreases associated with the proposed 

project will result in the suggested physical change.  CEQA does not allow for a plan-
to-plan analysis when determining project impacts, which is how one would derive a 
change between the proposed project and existing general plan.  Instead, a plan-to-
ground analysis is necessary, which is accomplished by evaluating the proposed 
project against the existing conditions.  In the DEIR, the analysis appropriately 
follows this requirement.   

 
O4-4 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR closely follows CEQA 

statutes and guidelines.  This comment letter fails to make a substantive comment 
supported by evidence. 
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O5-1 This comment provides introductory remarks for which a response is not required. 
 
O5-2 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Since the issues raised 

are not related to an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, no further response is 
needed. 

 
O5-3 The County appreciates MERIT's provisional support of the General Plan Update.  

Since this comment is not related to the DEIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
O5-4 The Comment does not does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 

response is required, but the County acknowledges the comments. 
 
O5-5 The Comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required, but the County acknowledges the comments.  The County notes that 
Star Ranch is a General Plan Amendment that is not included in the General Plan 
Update. 

 
O5-6 The Comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required, but the County acknowledges the comments. 
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O6-1 The County acknowledges the information about Mountain Empire Business 
Association (MEBA).   

 
O6-2 The County does not agree that substantial changes to the draft General Plan are 

needed to address 2009 circumstances.  Preparation of the General Plan Update 
has been a dynamic process and changes have been included as appropriate during 
the life of the project.  There is no evidence that the General Plan Update or Draft 
EIR are not current to the circumstances that exist today.  

 
O6-3 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update will adversely impact the 

social and economic fabric of the rural communities.  The General Plan Update is a 
plan for future growth and does not alter existing uses.  Substantial growth is 
planned for several of the Mountain Empire communities including Tecate, Campo, 
and Jacumba.  It is not clear what the scope of the suggested cost/benefit analysis 
would be; however, the County finds that it has sufficient economic information to 
support the General Plan Update.  Additional economic studies may be considered 
as comprehensive updates to the community plans are completed. 

 
O6-4 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence that the 

proposed project will result in an economic impact that will result in an adverse 
physical impact.  Please refer to response to comment I2-1. 

 
O6-5 This comment paraphrases the CEQA guidelines and quotes a CEQA case.  Please 

refer to response to comment I2-2. 
 
O6-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence that the 

proposed project will result in an economic impact that will result in an adverse 
physical impact.  Please refer to response to comment I2-3. 

 
O6-7 The County does not agree with this comment, which suggests that the density 

decreases that will result from the General Plan Update when compared to the 
existing general plan are physical changes to land use that must be addressed under 
CEQA.  See also response to comment I2-4. 
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O7-1 This comment provides background on the commenting organization, Move San 
Diego, and introduces the comments that are addressed in responses to comments 
O7-2 through O7-23. 

 
O7-2 The County does not agree that adding a policy on Smart Growth Transit 

Performance is necessary to determine whether transit services are supporting smart 
growth.  Transit in the unincorporated County is limited to bus services, with the 
exception of one Sprinter light rail stop in the Buena Vista area of North County 
Metro.  Therefore, transit ridership in the unincorporated County is limited and the 
travel times are greater than travel times by private automobile.  The County 
contends that this issue is best addressed through coordination with transit agencies, 
which is required by Policy M-8.1, which has been renamed as “Maximize Transit 
Service Opportunities.”  

 
O7-3 General Plan Update Policy M-8.2, Transit Service to Key Community Facilities and 

Services, has been amended with the addition of the following at the end of the 
policy: 

 
 “Require those facilities to be designed so that they are easily accessible by transit, 

whenever possible.” 
 
 The County disagrees with adding reporting requirements on transit travel times, as 

discussed in the response to comment O7-3 above. 
 
O7-4 This comment has identified a typo in General Plan Update Policy LU-5.1, Reduction 

in Vehicle Trips with Communities.  This typo will be corrected in the revised version 
of the General Plan Update and in the Final EIR.  Text Revision: General Plan 
Update Policy LU-5.1 has been revised to include the word “of” between “the use” 
and “public transit.”  The same revisions should be made to this policy in the 
following DEIR sections: 2.15.6.1; 2.15.6.6; 7.1.15.1; and 7.1.15.6. 

 
O7-5 This comment requests a more detailed citation for the reference (SANDAG 2007), 

shown within DEIR Section 2.15.1.1.  The complete citation for (SANDAG 2007) is 
listed in Section 5.0, References, of the DEIR and reads as follows:  

 
 “San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG 2007).  2030 San Diego 

Regional Transportation Plan: Pathways for the Future.  November 2007.  Online 
URL:  www.sandag.com.”  

 
 For clarification purposes, the Chapter 5.0, References, of the DEIR will be modified 

to read: 
 
 “San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG 2007).  2030 San Diego 

Regional Transportation Plan: Pathways for the Future.  November 2007.  Online 
URL:  http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=292&fuseaction=projects.detail.” 

 
 The methodology and demographic characteristics behind the statistical conclusions 

presented in the DEIR are described in the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation 

http://www.sandag.com/
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=292&fuseaction=projects.detail
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Plan.  Specifically, page 3-6 of the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) provides the exact wording cited in the DEIR.  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15148 refers to citations and states the “Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including engineering project reports and many 
scientific documents relating to environmental features.  These documents should be 
cited but not included in the EIR.”  The information provided in the DEIR is a 
conclusion reached in the SANDAG 2030 RTP, which is cited as a reference in the 
DEIR.  The SANDAG 2030 RTP, including Technical Appendices and Final 
Environmental Impact Report, are publicly available at the above referenced website.  
Please refer to those documents for information regarding SANDAG’s methodology 
and assumptions. 

 
O7-6 This comment refers to information presented in the DEIR that was obtained from the 

SANDAG 2030 RTP.  The DEIR discusses traffic conditions and trends within a 
regional context.  The statistics obtained from the SANDAG 2030 RTP and 
summarized in the DEIR incorporate transportation and traffic information from all 18 
incorporated cities and the County government. 

 
 The SANDAG 2030 RTP traffic conditions and trends information further 

incorporated data from the Metropolitan Transit System, North County Transit 
District, California Department of Transportation, and adjacent Counties, as 
determined appropriate.  The SANDAG 2030 RTP document is publicly available at 
the website identified in response to comment O7-5 above.  Please refer to this 
document for additional information regarding information on commuter traffic, 
origins and destinations, and past trends for commuters. 

 
O7-7 The ridership statistics that were identified in the DEIR are not specific to the County.  

They apply to the entire service area of the individual bus or rail service, which may 
include portions of the County as well as other areas not within the jurisdiction of the 
County.  These statistics were identified in the DEIR to give perspective on the 
magnitude of the bus or rail service area.  They were not used to calculate project 
impacts.  Therefore, the identification of ridership does not affect the analysis or 
conclusions provided in the DEIR.  As such, no revisions were made to the DEIR in 
response to this comment. 

 
O7-8 This comment requests a source for the reference (MTS 2008).  Chapter 5.0, 

References, of the DEIR provides the following citation for this reference: 
 
 “Metropolitan Transit System (MTS 2008).  Service information.  Accessed May 15, 

2008.  Online URL: www.transit.511sd.com.” 

 
 For clarification purposes, the Chapter 5.0, References, of the DEIR will be modified 

to read: 
 
  “Metropolitan Transit System (MTS 2008).  San Diego Trolley, Inc. Fact Sheet.  

Dated January 2008.  Accessed May 15, 2008.  Online URL:  
 http://www.sdmts.com/Trolley/documents/SDTrolleyInc08.pdf.” 
 

http://www.transit.511sd.com/
http://www.sdmts.com/Trolley/documents/SDTrolleyInc08.pdf
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O7-9 This comment asks for an estimate of how many riders use the San Diego Trolley 
Service or any other transit services.  The DEIR provides this information under the 
heading Bus and Rail Service in Section 2.15.1.1, Unincorporated County: 

 
 “In 2007, the San Diego Trolley carried 35.1 million riders.  Average weekday 

ridership is 100,000 to 110,000 riders.” 
 
 With regard to other transit services, the DEIR provides ridership statistics for the two 

primary transit agencies in the region, the Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS) and 
the North County Transit District (NCTD).  DEIR Section 2.15.1.1, Unincorporated 
County, states the following under the heading of Bus and Rail Service:  

 
 “MTS serves approximately 86 million passengers or 275,000 passengers each 

weekday through bus and trolley service.  NCTD provides bus and rail service to 
1,020 square miles and approximately 870,000 people in the northern region of the 
County.” 

 
O7-10 This comment requests an explanation of the methodology and assumptions behind 

the transit statistics presented in response to comment O7-9, which were obtained 
from the San Diego Trolley, Inc. Fact Sheet prepared by MTS and referenced in the 
DEIR as (MTS 2008).  The MTS Fact Sheet is publicly available at the website 
address referenced in response to comment O7-8.  Please refer to this document for 
information related to the ridership statistics.  Please refer to response to comment 
O7-5 for information on the level of detail required for reference documents in the 
DEIR. 

 
O7-11 The comment requests information on the inflow of funding from Transportation 

Development Act (TDA) funds from the past five years and the planned inflow of 
funding for the next five years.  This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.   

 
O7-12 This comment refers to the information presented under DEIR Section 2.15.2.2, 

State Regulatory Framework: 
 
 “Some counties have the option of using Local Transportation Funds for local streets 

and roads projects, if they can show there are no unmet transit needs.”  
 
 The comment asks if the County has ever attempted to show that there are “no 

unmet transit needs.”  The DEIR is not required to analyze unmet transit needs 
within the County.  The DEIR analyzes the General Plan Update’s physical effects on 
the environment, which includes the analysis of the project’s compatibility with 
alternative transportation plans, policies and programs in Section 2.15.3.6, Issue 6: 
Alternative Transportation.  As identified in this section, the proposed project would 
have a potentially significant impact and mitigation measures would be required.  
The DEIR contains multiple General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures 
that encourage the provision of adequate transit and would adequately mitigate the 
project’s significant impacts associated with alternative transportation to below a 
level of significance. 
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 DEIR Section 2.15.6.6, Issue 6: Alternative Transportation, includes the following 

policies that support multi-model transportation: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle 
Trips within Communities; Policy LU-5.4, Planning Support; Policy LU-5.5, Projects 
that Impede Non-Motorized Travel; Policy LU-11.6, Office Development; Policy M-
3.2, Traffic Impact Mitigation; Policy M-8.1, Transit Service for Transit-Dependent 
Populations (renamed Maximize Transit Service Opportunities); Policy M-8.3, Transit 
Stops that Facilitate Ridership; Policy M-8.4, Transit Amenities; Policy M-8.5, 
Improved Transit Facilities; Policy M-8.7, Inter-Regional Travel Modes; and Policy M-
11.2, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities in Development. Additionally, mitigation 
measures Tra-6.5 and Tra-6.6 are identified in DEIR Section 2.15.6.6, which involve 
reviewing and expanding mass transit opportunities.  Therefore, no revisions were 
made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
O7-13 The DEIR is not required to analyze unmet transit needs for project alternatives.  

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), “the EIR shall include sufficient 
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and 
comparison with the proposed project.”  Similar to the proposed project, the analysis 
of alternatives in the DEIR focused on the physical effects that the alternative would 
have on the environment.  This included an analysis of each alternative’s 
compatibility with alternative transportation plans policies and programs provided in 
DEIR Section 4.2.2.15, Transportation and Traffic (Hybrid Map Alternative); Section 
4.3.2.15, Transportation and Traffic (Draft Land Use Map Alternative); Section 
4.4.2.15, Transportation and Traffic (Environmentally Superior Map Alternative); and 
Section 4.5.2.15, Transportation and Traffic (No Project Alternative).  These 
alternatives would mitigate potentially significant impacts associated with alternative 
transportation using similar policies and mitigation measures as identified for the 
proposed project. 

 
 Refer to response to comment O7-12 for General Plan Update policies and 

mitigation measures that encourage the provision of adequate transit.  
 
O7-14 The traffic forecast model used in the DEIR traffic analysis includes assumptions 

from the SANDAG 2030 RTP.  Section 2.3.1, Roadway Network and Land Use 
Assumptions, in DEIR Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment, identifies 
that the following roadway network and land use assumptions were incorporated into 
the traffic forecast model for State facilities: “the currently built highway and freeway 
system plus the “reasonably expected” improvements as indicated in the SANDAG 
2030 Regional Transportation Plan.” 

 
O7-15 The SANDAG 2030 RTP incorporated the existing County of San Diego General 

Plan Circulation Element network and the General Plan Update Draft Land Use Map 
Alternative into its forecasting and analysis. 

 
O7-16 The answer is yes, the SANDAG 2030 RTP incorporated other jurisdictions adopted 

General Plans into its forecasting and analysis.  Please refer to response to 
comment O7-15 for additional information pertaining to this comment. 
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O7-17 This comment tiers off Comments O7-14, O7-15, and O7-16 and asks what 
information sources were used in the SANDAG 2030 RTP for forecasting and 
modeling if the adopted general plans of the region’s city and County were not used.  
Page 2-4 of the SANDAG 2030 RTP states “the 2030 RTP is based on the adopted 
General Plans of the region’s cities and the County.”  Therefore, no further response 
to this comment is required. 

 
O7-18 The County disagrees with the comment that choosing to analyze a 24-hour average 

vs. a peak hour is a biased choice that automatically reduces analysis of impacts 
where they are most significant.  The General Plan Update is a planning document 
that would direct future population growth and plan for infrastructure needs, 
development, and resource protection.  Therefore, a programmatic EIR was 
prepared for this project, consistent with Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states that a program EIR may be prepared on a series of actions that can be 
characterized as one large project and are related geographically or as logical parts 
in the chain of contemplated actions.  As discussed under the Methodology of Traffic 
and Circulation Assessment subheading of Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated 
County Traffic and LOS Standards, the Traffic and Circulation Assessment, prepared 
by Wilson & Company and included as Appendix G to the DEIR, was conducted at a 
programmatic level and is intended to identify the appropriate classifications for 
County Mobility Element roadways and assess total forecasted daily demand that 
would result from build-out of the General Plan Update relative to available roadway 
capacities.  This assessment is representative of impacts to the circulation network 
as a whole that would be expected to result from build-out of the General Plan 
Update.  Future development projects under the General Update would be required 
to conduct individual traffic impact studies to assess potential impacts on specific 
intersection peak hour operations.  Appropriate intersection mitigation measures 
(generally adding turn pockets rather than through lanes) would be recommended at 
that time.  This level of detail cannot be determined at the programmatic level 
because specific development projects that would occur under the General Plan 
Update have not yet been proposed. 

 
O7-19 The DEIR provides a summary of the SANDAG population forecast model in Section 

1.13.2, Differences with SANDAG Population Model Forecast.  The DEIR also 
provides the following reference for this discussion, in Section 5.0, References: 

 
 “San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG 2008d).  2030 Regional Growth 

Forecast Update.  July 2008.  Online URL: 
www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_1390_8531.pdf.” 

 
 Please refer to the reference document for the assumptions programmed with the 

SANDAG forecast model. 
 
O7-20 This comment refers to the traffic modeling assumptions in DEIR Appendix G, Traffic 

and Circulation Assessment.  DEIR Appendix G assumed a full build-out of the 
proposed project in an effort to provide a representative worst-case scenario of 
future transportation and traffic conditions in the unincorporated County.  The 
preparation of a traffic analysis that assumes all land uses proposed under the 

http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_1390_8531.pdf
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General Plan Update would be developed by 2030 ensures that the analysis 
addresses the impacts of the full project being proposed.  Realistically, full-build out 
of the proposed project may not occur by the year 2030.  

 
 However, the impacts of the full build-out of the General Plan Update have been 

accounted for.  Additionally, Appendix G used 2030 as the horizon year because this 
is consistent with the horizon year of the SANDAG Series 10 traffic model and the 
SANDAG 2030 RTP.  The DEIR does not analyze the percentage of build-out 
achieved from the existing General Plan or the accuracy of regional forecasts in the 
past.  The DEIR focuses on the proposed project (General Plan Update) and its 
physical effect on the environment.  The commenter’s request for the percentage of 
build-out achieved from the existing General Plan and information on the accuracy of 
regional forecasts over the last two census cycles does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.  Therefore, no revisions were 
made to the DEIR in response to this comment.  

 
O7-21 As discussed under the Methodology of Traffic and Circulation Assessment 

subheading of DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, County staff worked with SANDAG to prepare 
traffic forecasts for the Base Year 2007, Existing General Plan, and the future land 
use and roadway networks for the proposed General Plan Update and project 
alternatives.  The traffic modeling process utilized the SANDAG Series 10 Regional 
Forecast model, assuming development as forecast for the year 2030 in the 
incorporated areas in the County, along with build-out of the proposed General Plan 
land use map or the proposed alternative land use maps for the unincorporated 
County land.  The larger, more general Series 10 regional Traffic Analysis Zones 
(TAZs) were subdivided into smaller units/zones in the unincorporated area in order 
to ensure the accuracy and validity of the traffic forecasts.  Forecast vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), required lane miles, and average daily traffic (ADT) are outputs of 
the transportation modeling process, with planned land uses by type and location 
being the key inputs.  VMT, lane miles, and ADT are related because they are all 
outputs of the same modeling processes.  These outputs do not depend on each 
other; all are dependent on the model inputs.  Therefore, all three model outputs 
were considered separately in the Impact Analysis of DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, and the 
conclusions in this section are based on the results on the SANDAG model, not a 
relationship between ADT, lane miles, and VMT. 

 
O7-22 Alternatives to the proposed project are included and analyzed in DEIR Section 4.0, 

Alternatives.  The DEIR determined that when compared to the proposed project, the 
Hybrid Map Alternative would result in a total of 318,658 fewer VMT; the Draft Land 
Use Map would result in approximately 331,236 fewer VMT; and the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative would result in approximately 841,776 fewer VMT.  The only 
alternative that was found to result in increased VMT, when compared to proposed 
project, was the No Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative was estimated to 
result in approximately 3,007,573 additional VMT than the proposed project. 

 
O7-23 This comment raises the following questions: 1) are any of the impacted lane miles 

on freeways; 2) how many analyzed roadway segments involve lane miles close to 
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freeways; and 3) what are the potential impacts of traffic from freeways backing up at 
County intersections?  

 
 Regarding the first question, the referenced 128 roadway lane miles includes State 

highway and Mobility Element roadways only, as stated in the quote from the 
“Projected Roadway Network Performance” subheading of DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, 
Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards.  In response to the 
second question, the primary intent of the traffic analysis was to identify roadways 
which would operate at substandard level of service (LOS).  The quantity of deficient 
lane miles located close to freeways has not been specifically calculated, nor would 
this information be relevant to the analysis.  The DEIR determined impacts to traffic 
operations throughout the unincorporated County of San Diego, regardless of 
proximity to freeways.  Regarding the third question, specific impacts of traffic from 
freeways backing up at County intersections have not been addressed.  The Traffic 
and Circulation Assessment prepared by Wilson & Company, and included as 
Appendix G to the DEIR, was conducted at a programmatic level and was intended 
to develop classifications for County Mobility Element roadways and assess total 
forecasted daily demand that would result from build-out of the General Plan Update 
relative to available roadway capacities.  Future developments under the General 
Plan Update would require individual traffic impact studies to assess potential 
impacts on specific intersection peak hour operations in the vicinity of freeway 
locations.  Refer to response to comment O7-18 for additional information regarding 
the programmatic traffic analysis. 
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O8-1 The County acknowledges the information about Mussey Grade Road Alliance.  
 
O8-2 In response to this comment it is noted that the DEIR Tables 2.16-1 and 2.16-4 

forecast a build-out population of 83,719 persons for the Ramona Municipal Water 
District, a 65 percent increase over 2004 population.  The County confirmed that 
these figures were reported in error.  The correct build-out population forecast for the 
District is 68,897 persons, or a 36 percent increase over the 2004 population.  The 
DEIR tables have been revised with the correct information. 

 
O8-3 The County does not agree with this comment overall.  The comment seems to 

suggest that the project would increase population or housing capacity.  However, 
the build-out population in the unincorporated areas of the County would be nearly 
110,000 more persons under the existing General Plan when compared to the 
proposed General Plan Update project.  The proposed project is more realistic than 
the existing Plan and takes into consideration various constraints such as those 
mentioned in the comment.   

 
The comment goes on to describe economic and climate change issues.  However, 
it does not include specific issues or recommendations for the project or the CEQA 
document.  Therefore, a more thorough response cannot be provided.  

 
O8-4 This section is a restatement of text within DEIR Section 2.7, Global Climate 

Change.  As discussed in responses to comment O1-20 and S1-13, the conclusion in 
this section has been revised to “mitigated to a less than significant level.”  

 
O8-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  The quoted portion of the DEIR is a 

summary of the conclusions for the section that has since been revised due to the 
County’s commitment to achieving the AB 32 target.  Chapter 2.17 of the DEIR lists 
the numerous policies and measures that the County is proposing to adopt that 
relate to climate change impacts.   

 
O8-6 The County has developed a population forecast for General Plan Update using the 

best available information.  The County’s forecast is similar to that predicted by 
SANDAG, particularly in terms of housing units.  Based on the best available 
population estimates as well as existing conditions data, the County has prepared a 
Land Use Map that reduces density/housing when compared to the existing General 
Plan Update.  Therefore, this comment is not at variance with the project or the 
DEIR. 

 
O8-7 With the General Plan Update, the County is proposing to decrease allowed density 

in the backcountry areas where there are physical constraints and lack of 
infrastructure or services.  While the County cannot guarantee that forecasts or plans 
will meet expectations under changing circumstances, it is appropriate to conduct a 
comprehensive update of the County’s plans using the best available information. 
 
The Comment goes on to describe greenhouse gas emission reduction goals for 
California, but does not appear to raise a significant issue related to the DEIR.  
Therefore, no further response is provided. 
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O8-8 This comment refers to Ramona Municipal Water District comments (Comment 
Letter L3) to support the claim that the DEIR is incomplete and deficient.  The County 
does not agree with this comment.  Responses to the Ramona Municipal Water 
District comments are provided in responses L3-2 through L3-114. 

 
O8-9 This comment refers to Ramona Municipal Water District comments (Comment 

Letter L3) as well as previous comments from the Ramona Planning Group to 
support the claim that the DEIR should include significant impacts and mitigation.  
However, the comment does not specify a particular issue or section to be revised.  
Without additional detail, a more thorough response cannot be provided. 

 
O8-10 This comment refers to specific Ramona Municipal Water District (RMWD) 

comments.  The County addressed these specific issues as follows: 
 

 Comment 45 — refer to response L3-51; 
 Comment 42 — refer to response L3-48; 
 Comment 43 — refer to response L3-49. 

 
O8-11 The County does not agree with this comment.  In response to the letter received 

from the RMWD (L3), the County and District representatives have held meetings 
and continued dialogue to discuss and resolve issues. 

 
O8-12 This comment reiterates comments provided in the RMWD letter.  These specific 

comments have been addressed as follows: 
 

 The comment states that the DEIR has not confirmed the infrastructure has 
capacity to service the additional development called for in the Plan.  Please 
refer to response to comment L3-7.  See also responses to comments L3-3, L3-
13, L3-22. 

 The comment states that Ramona’s infrastructure cannot handle the increase in 
housing units.  Please refer to response L3-11. 

 The comment states that Major Use Permits should not be approved without a 
complete analysis of infrastructure capacity and ability to serve the demands of 
the project.  Please refer to response L3-12. 

 The comment states that public facilities and services in Ramona cannot support 
expansion without a reduction of services to other residents.  Please refer to 
response L3-68. 

 The comment states that Discretionary projects have gone through the County’s 
CEQA and review process prior to approaching water agencies to determine if 
service is feasible.  Please refer to Response L3-85. 

 The comment states that the DEIR only assumes groundwater capacity will exist 
for future developments within the County Water Authority (CWA) without 
investigating sustainability of groundwater supplies within the CWA boundary.  
Please refer to response L3-108.  See also response O3-5. 
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 The last part of this comment appears to be referring to the projected housing in 
the RMWD service area that would be accommodated by the General Plan 
Update, as was also cited in RMWD comment L3-52.  It should be noted that 
there was a discrepancy in the DEIR and only 14,174 homes are forecast rather 
than 27,273.  See response to RMWD comment L3-13 for additional discussion 
on this issue.  The comment further notes that the draft Ramona Community Plan 
has 7,118 as the estimated number of equivalent dwelling units (EDU’s); 
however, this lower number pertains only to the Santa Maria Sewer Service Area 
within the district.  Therefore, no changes to the draft Ramona Community Plan 
were necessary.   

 
O8-13 This comment expresses concerns raised in the RMWD comment letter that the 

Santa Maria Sewer Service Area can only support 1,400 more homes.  This issue 
has been addressed in the County’s responses to RMWD letter comments L3-11 
through L3-13. 

 
O8-14 This comment reiterates the issues raised by the RMWD concerning lack of land for 

expanded facilities and lack of financing.  Responses are provided to these issues in 
the responses to comments L3-11 through L3-13. 

 
O8-15 The DEIR recognizes in Section 2.16.3.5 that potential impacts regarding Adequate 

Wastewater Facilities would be significant.  Within this section, a detailed analysis of 
these significant impacts is already provided.  In addition, mitigation measures to 
address this issue are provided in Sections 2.16.6.1 and 2.16.6.5 of the DEIR.  Since 
these issues were already addressed, no changes to the DEIR were necessary. 

 
O8-16 The County does not agree with this comment.  This issue is addressed in response 

to comment L3-5.   
 
O8-17 The comment states an opinion that the County will consider.  No further response is 

necessary.  
 
O8-18 The County acknowledges that some revisions are necessary to the DEIR to address 

certain issues raised by the RMWD, as discussed in responses to comments L3-4, 
L3-13, L3-30, L3-34, L3-38, L3-43 through L3-48, and L3-54.  However, the County 
does not agree that there are serious deficiencies in the DEIR or that considerable 
revision is necessary. 

 
O8-19 The County does not concur that the potential for growth in the Ramona planning 

area should be limited to 1,400 housing units.  It should be noted that the RMWD 
service area does not cover the entire planning area and therefore service area and 
planning area capacity will not match.  However, the County is aware of the concerns 
that RMWD has expressed and will be coordinating further with the District to 
evaluate their issues. 
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O9-1 This provides introductory remarks for which a response is not required. 
 
O9-2 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan update and does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR.  In addition, the County does not agree with the 
commenter's interpretation of the State Guidelines.  The guidelines do not 
recommend the use of "should.”  Rather it attempts to explain the differences 
between the use of "should" and "shall" and why the use of "should" is problematic in 
a General Plan.  Earlier in the Guidelines, it is stated, "A policy is a specific 
statement that guides decision-making.  It indicates a commitment of the local 
legislative body to a particular course of action.”  The guidelines explain that the use 
of "should" can give the impression of more commitment than actually intended and 
is "a common and unaccepted practice."  

 
 The County does agree that the Guidelines do not mandate the use of "shall" over 

"should.”  The County has avoided the use of should, not necessarily because of the 
Guidelines, but because it desires a General Plan that is clear on its intent and 
avoids debate during application.  This approach has also been supported by a 
number of stakeholders and commenters on the General Plan Update who have 
indicated that they desire clear and firm commitments to certain policies and actions.  
See also responses to comments O3-9 and G7-2. 

 
In order to better explain the intent of the wording of policies in the General Plan 
Update, and how they can be interpreted in the future, the following section has been 
added to the Introduction to the General Plan Update.   
 
“The policies contained within this General Plan were written to be a clear statement 
of policy but also to allow flexibility when it comes to implementation.  Policies cannot 
be applied independently; rather, implementation of the policies must be balanced 
with one another and will address details such as how and when the policy is applied 
and any relevant exceptions.  For example, a policy to conserve open space is not a 
mandate for preservation of 100 percent of the existing undeveloped land in the 
County.  It must be balanced with other policies that allow development and other 
uses of the land.  In this case, implementation of the policy in new developments will 
be achieved through regulations such as the Resource Protection Ordinance, 
Biological Mitigation Ordinance, and California Environmental Quality Act, which will 
guide to what degree open space, must be conserved.” 

 
O9-3 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  The County appreciates 

the commenter's concern for future conflicts due to unforeseeable circumstances.  
To respond to such circumstances, the County's preference would be to address 
such a conflict at the time it is identified.  State law allows for General Plan 
Amendments and the County intends to implement a process to facilitate 
"maintenance" amendments that are necessary to "clean up" or address such 
problems as they arise (see measure 1.2.1.A General Plan Review from the draft 
Implementation Plan).  Therefore, the County does not agree with the use of "should" 
wherever circumstances or conditions may be subject to change.  This approach 
would result in a General Plan and is less clear and whose implementation is open to 
greater debate. 
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O9-4 This comment is on the concept of Village Boundaries in the draft General Plan and 
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The commenter is correct in that draft 
General Plan Policy LU-14.4, Sewer Facilities, limits the extension to sewer systems 
and services when a Village Boundary or Urban Limit Line, which may be included in 
an applicable community plan.  However, the draft General Plan also indicates that 
the use of a Village Boundary or Urban Limit Line is optional.  If the Association is 
concerned with its implementation, the County urges that the Association coordinate 
with the County and San Dieguito Community Planning Group in the preparation of 
the Community Plan to address its concern.  The County does not agree that this 
would be in conflict with Policy LU-14.4 Sewer Facilities since the Village Limit Line 
is just one tool to “prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned growth.”  See 
also response to comment O9-12 below regarding changes made to Policy LU-14.4. 

 
O9-5 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  Please refer to 

responses to comments O9-4 and O9-12.   
 
O9-6 The County would like to provide further clarification on a previous response to 

comment which stated that, in the General Plan Update traffic forecast model mixed-
use areas were evaluated as 50 percent residential and 50 percent commercial land 
uses.  This is true for most mixed-use areas, with the exception of the mixed use 
area in Rancho Santa Fe, which was evaluated as 100 percent commercial.  This 
change was based on existing conditions in the village where the mixed use area is 
primarily commercial. 

 
O9-7 This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.  The County concurs 

that to achieve a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.3 and a density of 30 dwelling units per 
acre could be difficult in many areas of the unincorporated County, and has made 
revisions to both the Land Use Framework on page 3-9 and the San Dieguito 
Community Plan.  The Land Use Framework has been changed to use an FAR of 
0.7, with the exception that if off-site or other parking is available the FAR can be up 
to 1.3.  Additionally, the County has worked with the commenter and the San 
Dieguito Community Planning Group to add the policy that establishes an FAR of 0.7 
and a residential density of 10.9 as the maximum allowed within the Covenant of 
Rancho Santa Fe.   

 
O9-8 The County does not concur that the DEIR needs to analyze the physical limitations 

of actually being able to build at a density of 30 dwelling units per acre.  The County 
acknowledges that this density is probably not achievable in most areas of the 
unincorporated area due to parking requirements and height limit restriction 
limitations.  The General Plan designation will not supersede these restrictions. 

 
O9-9 As stated above in the County's response to comment O9-6, the General Plan 

Update traffic model evaluated the mixed-use area in Rancho Santa Fe as 100 
percent commercial land uses; therefore, the County does not concur that the DEIR 
underestimates the worst case trip generation rates.  Also, as stated previously in the 
response to comment O9-7, there have been amendments to both the Floor Area 
Ratio in the Land Use Element, as well as a maximum FAR of 0.7 and residential 
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density of 10.9 applied for Village Core Mixed Use in the San Dieguito Community 
Plan. 

 
O9-10 The County agrees with the first part of this comment which paraphrases the draft 

Land Use Element and quotes page 2.16-47 of the DEIR.  The comment notes that 
reliance on the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) is speculative.  This 
statement is not at variance with the DEIR; Section 2.16.3.4 of the DEIR draws a 
similar conclusion.  The comment also points out Policy LU-13.1 and mitigation 
measure USS-4.7; however, it is not clear from the comment if changes to these 
components are recommended.  The comment further states that the DEIR does 
"not appear to adequately analyze the impacts of growth with an inadequate water 
supply and the corresponding reduction in the current level of services (i.e., future 
stage 3 or stage 4 water restrictions) for the existing population and development."„  
The County does not agree with this assertion.  The DEIR includes detailed analysis 
of potential water supply impacts associated with the project and concludes that the 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  In addition, there is no substantial 
evidence to conclude that the General Plan Update would result in significant 
impacts to the existing population with regard to levels of service for water.  It should 
also be noted that potential changes to current levels of service is not a suggested 
analysis within CEQA Guidelines and this issue would be considered speculative in 
the context of this DEIR. 

 
O9-11 Draft General Plan Policy LU-12.2, Maintenance of Adequate Services, requires that 

developers mitigate for their project's impacts to service levels for existing residents 
and businesses.  It does not require any type of compensation for service level 
changes initiated by public utility agencies such as water rationing measures 
conducted by water agencies.  Therefore, no conflict would occur.  

 
O9-12 This comment pertains to draft General Plan Policy LU-14.4, Sewer Facilities, and 

does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  The draft policy has been revised as 
follows: 
 
LU-14.4 Sewer Facilities.  Prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned 

growth.  Require sewer systems to be planned, developed, and sized to 
serve the land use pattern and densities depicted on the Land Use Map.  
Sewer systems and services shall not be extended beyond either Village 
boundaries (or extant Urban Limit Lines), whichever is more restrictive, 
except: 

 
 wWhen necessary for public health, safety, or welfare. 
 When within existing sewer district boundaries; or 
 Where specifically allowed in the Community Plan. 

 
With this revision, the County believes the concerns raised in the comment would no 
longer be an issue.  
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O9-13 Table 2.1-2 in the DEIR and table COS-1 of the Conservation and Open Space 
Element have been revised to change "El Escondido" to "Paseo Delicias" as 
recommended. 

 
O9-14 DEIR Section 2.15.2.3 Local (Regulatory Framework) has been amended with the 

addition of the following paragraph which describes Community Right-of-Way 
Development Standards, as recommended: 

 
 “County Community Right-of-Way Development Standards Board of Supervisors 

Policy J-36, adopted December 1989, provides a procedure by which communities 
can deviate from the established County Public Road Standards, and replace or 
augment them with standards tailored to their community.  The Community Right-of 
Way Development Standards provide alternative right-of-way regulatory standards 
within the road right-of-way that supersede the County Public Road Standards.  The 
purpose of these Standards is to ensure that the road right-of-way is designed to 
better enhance and retain the character of individual communities while maintaining 
the safety of the roadway.  Community Right-of-Way Development Standards have 
been prepared for the communities of Borrego Springs, Fallbrook, Julian, and San 
Dieguito.” 

 
O9-15 The County does not agree that the DEIR is deficient because it lacks analysis of 

potential impacts to rural character due to the new Mobility Element road 
classifications.  The DEIR determines that under Issue 3: Visual Character or 
Quality, impacts resulting from the General Plan Update would remain “significant 
and unavoidable because the character of some communities will change as they 
continue to grow.” 

 
 However, DEIR Section 2.1.2.3 Local (Regulatory Framework) has been amended 

with the additional text that describes the Community Right-of-Way Development 
Standards, since these standards would help to retain the rural character of the 
communities where they are applied.  Added text is provided below. 

 
 “County Community Right-of-Way Development Standards Board of Supervisors 

Policy J-36, adopted December 1989, provides a procedure by which communities 
can deviate from the established County Public Road Standards, and replace or 
augment them with standards tailored to their community.  The Community Right-of 
Way Development Standards provide alternative right-of-way regulatory standards 
within the road right-of-way that supersede the County Public Road Standards.  The 
purpose of these Standards is to ensure that the road right-of-way is designed to 
better enhance and retain the character of individual communities while maintaining 
the safety of the roadway.  Community Right-of-Way Development Standards have 
been prepared for the communities of Borrego Springs, Fallbrook, Julian, and San 
Dieguito.” 

 
 In addition, mitigation measure AES-3.2 concerning the Community Right-of-Way 

Development Standards has been added to Section 2.1.6.3 Issue 3:  Visual 
Character or Quality, as follows: 
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 “Implement existing and prepare new community right-of-way development 
standards, as appropriate, that supplement the County road standards in order to 
recognize the unique constraints and character of different communities.” 

 
O9-16 2.13.6.1 Issue 1:  Fire Protection Services has been amended with a new mitigation 

measure Pub-1.9 to establish an impact fee program or Community Facilities District 
for all new development (see also draft Implementation Plan Measure 6.2.3.C Fair 
Share Contribution), as recommended: 

 
 “Implement procedures to ensure new development projects fund their fair share 

toward fire services facilities including the development of a long-term financing 
mechanism, such as an impact fee program or community facilities development, as 
appropriate.  Large development projects are required to provide their fair share 
contribution to fire services either by providing additional funds and/or development 
of infrastructure.” 

 
O9-17 The clarifying text for travel time, under draft Safety Element Policy S-6.4, Fire 

Protection Services for Development, has been amended with language that 
acknowledges that reflex time is not included in Table S-1.  The additional text is 
provided below: 

 
 “Travel time is based on standards published by the National Fire Protection 

Association.  Travel time does not represent total response time, which is calculated 
by adding the travel time to the call processing time and to the turnout/reflex time.  
Generally, the call processing and turnout/reflex time would add between two to 
three minutes to the travel time.  It is not known if any county has formally adopted 
NFPA 1710 and/or 1720 as a standard.  Total Response Time (NFPA 1710/1720) is 
calculated as time the Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) receives the 
emergency call, transfers it to fire communications, the alarm is processed and 
transmitted to responders, responders “turnout”, plus travel time to the scene to 
initiate action.  The use of response time for determining adequate service is 
problematic in the unincorporated County because it is subjective and varies from 
department to department, station to station and work shift to work shift.  Reflex time 
(the amount of time from when the call is received by the station to when the engine 
leaves the station) can vary from one to three minutes.  The use of travel time, as 
calculated by using NFPA 1142, allows us to be consistent across the County in 
determining adequate response, regardless of the district.” 
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O10-1 The County appreciates the positive comments on the DEIR and acknowledges the 
support for the comments submitted by the Descanso, Pine Valley, Boulevard, and 
Potrero Planning Groups. 

 
O10-2 The County agrees that dark skies throughout the backcountry are important, not just 

around the observatories.  This issue is not at variance with the existing content of 
the DEIR.  The impact analysis provided in DEIR Section 2.1.3.4 addresses impacts 
to dark skies in general, such as skyglow, light trespass, and community character 
effects within those Community Planning areas that identify dark skies as an 
important resource.  The potential impacts to the observatories are noted in this 
same section as a particular concern.      

 
 The County does not agree that the wording used in the analysis is inappropriate or 

easily misinterpreted.  The language cited in this comment are terms used 
throughout the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines.  As such, they are frequently used by 
lead agencies and all have rather specific meaning when used in the context of a 
CEQA document.   

 
O10-3 The County appreciates this comment and agrees that the Tierra Del Sol private 

observation site in the community of Boulevard is a locally important area for dark 
skies.  The importance of this area is described within the proposed Mountain 
Empire Subregional Plan under the Boulevard Subregional Group Area.  Within this 
draft Community Plan, Goal LU-3.1 and Policies LU-3.1.1 and LU-3.1.2 address 
protection of the observatory and the surrounding dark skies.   

 
 The County does not agree that Tierra Del Sol should be included in the discussion 

of high-quality astronomical research sites.  However, the DEIR has been revised to 
include this site under Section 2.1.3.4 in the discussion of lighting within CPAs and 
Subregions as follows:   

 
 “Several CPAs and Subregions have identified dark skies as part of their community 

character, including those with a Zone A.  These CPA and Subregions are the Alpine 
CPA, Bonsall CPA, Central Mountain Subregion, Crest/Dehesa/Harbison 
Canyon/Granite Hills CPA, Desert Subregion, Fallbrook CPA, Jamul/Dulzura CPA, 
Mountain Empire Subregion, North County Metro Subregion, North Mountain 
Subregion, and Valley Center CPA.  Of particular note is the Tierra Del Sol 
Observation Site within the Subregion of Mountain Empire and more specifically 
within the Boulevard planning area.  There is an on-going effort to protect the 
aesthetic and scientific value of this area from light pollution.  As described above in 
Section 2.1.3.3, Issue 3, General Plan Update goals and policies would be 
implemented to maintain community character, including dark sky communities.”   

 
O10-4 The County appreciates the positive comments concerning the Agricultural 

Resources section of the DEIR.  Responses have been prepared to the Potrero 
Community Planning Group comment letter dated August 13, 2009.  See responses 
to comments C10-2 through C10-8 and C10-12 addressing agricultural issues. 
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O10-5 The specific point of this comment in relation to the cumulative biological analysis in 
the DEIR is not clear.  The County is actively developing Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP) Plans for North County and East County.  Therefore, 
the County agrees that region-wide NCCP implementation is important and 
necessary.  The comment is not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR. 

 
O10-6 The issues raised in this comment are not at variance with the DEIR.  Section 2.4.6.1 

of the document explains why impacts are considered to be significant and 
unavoidable and why the mitigation needed to reduce impacts to below a level of 
significant is considered infeasible pursuant to CEQA.  The allowance of 
development in areas outside of adopted habitat conservation plans is not something 
new that is proposed by the General Plan Update.  Such development is allowed to 
occur now in San Diego County and throughout California. 

 
O10-7 The comment claims that degradation of water quality, drawdown of the groundwater 

table, and modified stream flow are not sufficiently addressed in the General Plan 
Update.  Yet these issues are addressed in the draft Land Use, Conservation and 
Open Space, and Safety Elements.  Please see Goals LU-8, LU-13, COS-4, and 
COS-5, as well as Policies LU-5.3, LU-6.8, LU-8.1, LU-8.2, LU-8.3, LU-16.1, COS-
4.1, COS-4.4, COS-4.4, COS-5.3, COS-5.5, and S-10.6.  Nonetheless, impacts 
associated with these issues are expected and, therefore, are addressed within the 
DEIR under Biological Resources and Hydrology and Water Quality.  As noted in the 
comment, some of the impacts are significant and unavoidable.  These conclusions 
are appropriate given the types of impacts, their potential occurrences within the 
large area covered by the County's General Plan, as well as the uses allowed by 
right on private property under the General Plan Update.  The proposed mitigation 
measures in the DEIR will substantially reduce such impacts associated with the 
project.  However, considering all the past, present, and foreseeable future projects 
in the region, cumulative biological impacts will still be at a level of significance until 
the North County and East County MSCP Plans are adopted.  Adoption of these 
plans will establish assurances that the many diverse habitat types, including riparian 
habitat, will be preserved in proportion to losses throughout the County.  

 
O10-8 The County agrees with this comment and the issues discussed are not at variance 

with the DEIR.   
 
O10-9 The border fence is a project of the federal government and not a component of the 

General Plan Update. 
 
O10-10 General Plan Amendments and Zoning Variances would not be part of this project.  

The Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) is part of the project and qualifies as 
mitigation for potential impacts from land uses.  The CSP would take into account 
sensitive environmental resources and require avoidance or minimize impacts for 
future subdivisions. 

 
O10-11 This comment contains statements of opinion that do not require a response.  
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O10-12 The words “net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table 
level” (which is suggested to be revised) is part of the State CEQA Guidelines, and 
the County has no authority to change it.  The 50 percent Reduction of Storage 
Guideline is one of several guidelines the County utilizes in the evaluation of 
significant effects.  The County disagrees that groundwater extraction needs to be 
better defined. 

 
 The term groundwater extraction refers to actual pumping from man-made 

processes.  The man-made processes are what are being proposed by development 
applications and therefore those effects are what are being evaluated.  Natural 
processes are indirectly accounted for separately in water balance calculations, but 
are not considered groundwater extraction.  As an example, phreatophyte 
consumption is technically considered to be groundwater evapotranspiration, and 
groundwater discharge between various basins is considered as inflow or outflow 
(not groundwater extraction).  Please read Page 4 and 5 of Appendix D of the 
General Plan Update Groundwater Study, which provides a discussion of how the 
water balance indirectly considers natural processes. 

 
O10-13 The County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance – Groundwater 

Resources and Biological Resources provide the details of how to determine whether 
a proposed project will have a significant impact to groundwater resources.  Through 
application of the Guidelines, the issues raised in this comment are considered and 
addressed in the DEIR to the extent they are known on a programmatic level based 
on data available. 

 
O10-14 The mechanism to establish long-term sustainability of groundwater supplies is 

through application of the County Groundwater Ordinance which has density and 
site-specific regulations.  Application of the County Guidelines for Determining 
Significance – Groundwater Resources is also a mechanism used by the County for 
discretionary projects.  See also Implementation Plan measures 5.2.1.A through 
5.2.1.D. 

 
O10-15 The General Plan Update and DEIR plan for and address reasonably foreseeable 

future conditions.  As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study, climate change and its impacts to groundwater resources is 
inevitably uncertain.  There are dozens of publications each year with estimates on 
future precipitation trends and there is no consensus on future trends.  There are 
publications that indicate San Diego and Southern California may be drier and there 
are publications that point to a wetter future.  Due to the speculative nature of the 
potential effects of climate change on groundwater resources, the General Plan 
Update Groundwater Study does not assess potential impacts from climate change 
on groundwater resources.  As was stated in the study, it is essential that the County 
continue to follow closely the work of climate scientists as continued research will 
likely shed light on the many uncertainties between climate change and its potential 
effects on local groundwater supplies. 

 
O10-16 As stated in response to comment O10-15, due to the speculative nature of potential 

effects of climate change on groundwater resources, the study does not assess 
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potential impacts from climate change on groundwater resources (including changes 
in evapotranspiration). 

 
O10-17 As stated in response to comment O10-15, due to the speculative nature of potential 

effects of climate change on groundwater resources, the study does not assess 
potential impacts from climate change on groundwater resources (including changes 
in precipitation). 

 
O10-18 As stated in response to comment O10-15, due to the speculative nature of potential 

effects of climate change on groundwater resources, the study does not assess 
potential impacts from climate change on groundwater resources (including 
combined effect of groundwater recharge due to changes of evapotranspiration or 
precipitation). 

 
O10-19 As stated in response to comment O10-15, due to the speculative nature of potential 

effects of climate change on groundwater resources, Policy LU-8.1 will not address 
climate change in consideration of long-term sustainability of groundwater supplies. 

 
O10-20 In response, the County has changed Policy LU-8.2 to read as follows: “In areas 

without current overdraft groundwater conditions, evaluate new groundwater 
dependent development to assure a sustainable long-term supply of groundwater is 
available that will not adversely impact existing groundwater users.”  This will occur 
by applying the County Groundwater Ordinance, the County Guidelines for 
Determining Significance – Groundwater Resources, and other applicable 
regulations to future groundwater dependent development projects. 

 
O10-21 The County agrees that determining whether a specific area is truly in an overdraft 

condition is not a simple process.  However, the definition is an official definition as 
taken from the California Department of Water Resources, and is a good general 
definition for overdraft.  The specifics of declaring an area to be in an overdraft 
condition involve a detailed process.  The County appreciates this comment and the 
information provided. 

 
O10-22 The dynamics of natural versus man-made processes are too detailed to be 

discussed within a policy level document such as the General Plan or EIR.  In 
Section 3.1 of the County Guidelines for Determining Significance – Groundwater 
Resources, further details are provided in regard to the definition of overdraft which 
would consider elements other than just pumping, such as groundwater discharge to 
wetlands or streams. 

 
O10-23 The County agrees that importation of mineral resources into the County increases 

greenhouse gas emissions.  However, the CEQA guidelines for Mineral Resources 
are rather specific and do not address these issues.  Greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions are discussed separately in Section 2.17 of the DEIR.  Policy COS-10.7 
Recycling of Debris has been added as a policy under DEIR Section 2.17.6.1 and 
draft Implementation Plan measure 5.4.2.B to further address compliance with AB 
32.  Recycling Salvaged Aggregate has been included as mitigation measure CC-
1.19 in this DEIR section.  On-road transportation is listed as the single largest 
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contributor to greenhouse gas emissions in San Diego County.  While not specifically 
mentioned, truck trips from importation of mineral resources is a contributor to the 
overall GHG emissions from on-road transportation.  This was not mentioned in the 
DEIR as this is at a project level impact whereas the DEIR is addressing climate 
change on a region-wide basis. 
 
The County acknowledges the support for the establishment of an overlay zone for 
MRZ-2 areas. 

 
O10-24 The County disagrees that mining and restoration are “very different” on one side of 

the CWA line versus the other due to groundwater resource issues.  This is only one 
issue in the mining process and is covered in the discretionary process through 
application of the County Groundwater Ordinance and County of San Diego CEQA 
Guidelines for Determining Significance – Groundwater Resources.  While not 
mentioned in the DEIR, the Groundwater Ordinance requires a mining project to 
address the valid concerns of permanent aquifer depletion and whether other local 
users of the aquifer would be impacted.  The following required Groundwater 
Ordinance finding for projects using greater than 20 acre-feet of groundwater per 
year must be made: “that groundwater resources are adequate to meet the 
groundwater demands of both the project and the groundwater basin if the basin 
were developed to the maximum density and intensity permitted by the General 
Plan.” 

 
O10-25 It appears that the commenter meant to cite draft General Plan Policies COS-10.6, 

Conservation of Construction Aggregate, and 10.8, New Mining Facilities, which are 
related to the permitting process for mining projects.  The County supports 
streamlining of the regulatory processes for mining permits in all available and 
compatible areas.  Therefore, the County does not agree with this comment.  See 
also response to comment O10-24 above.   

 
O10-26 The County has prepared detailed evaluation, included in the Housing Element 

Background Report, of its existing housing resources, housing programs, 
government constraints to housing development and specific Goals, Policies and 
Implementation Programs for housing Development.  Specific comments related to 
the adequacy of these programs are not included in the comment, and therefore, a 
more thorough response cannot be provided with regard to the Housing Element.  
The DEIR follows CEQA Guidelines, which recommend evaluation of environmental 
impacts associated with population growth and displacement of people or housing.  
Therefore, detailed discussion of Section 65580 of the Government Code is not 
included. 

 
O10-27 The quantified objectives, financial resources, and scheduled programs are all 

included in the Housing Element Background Report, put out for public review with 
the General Plan Update.  It is available on the County Website at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draftgp/h_appendix.pdf.  It has also 
been turned into the State of California, Department of Housing and Community 
Development, for review in three separate 60 day review cycles, where the County 
has been working to resolve issues identified by the State of California, and has 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/draftgp/h_appendix.pdf
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been receiving iteratively shorter letters of concerns with the Element.  The 
statement from Page 2.12-13 cited in this comment is an interpretation of the 
California Building Standards Code and does not make any conclusions regarding 
the proposed Housing Element of the General Plan Update.  Therefore, no studies 
are needed in support of the statement. 

 
O10-28 This comment raises an issue with the County Consolidated Fire Code and does not 

raise an issue with the DEIR; therefore, this comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.  The commenter appears to be 
discussing the potential impacts caused by the implementation of the state/county 
dead-end road requirements on new development projects.  It needs to be clarified 
that the requirements on the maximum length of a dead-end road are outlined under 
the California Code of Regulations Section 1273.09.  These state regulations are 
copied verbatim and placed in the recently adopted 2009 Consolidated Fire Code.  
The County Code is not more restrictive than the state on this issue.   

 
O10-29 The County does not concur that the proposed classifications for Mobility Element 

(ME) roads under the General Plan Update, which reflect a reduced capacity when 
compared to the existing General Plan, would preclude development in the 
backcountry.  Although the capacity for many of these roads has been reduced 
under the General Plan Update, the ME roads are forecast to operate at an 
acceptable level of service.  Additionally, the designation of regional roads under the 
Mobility Element is a separate issue from the dead end road length issue addressed 
in the previous comment.  

 
O10-30 The County does not agree with this comment.  The purpose of the EIR is to 

evaluate and disclose the project’s potential adverse effects on the environment.  
Potential constraints to housing production are not a CEQA issue.  

 
O10-31 The County acknowledges that some projects in the cumulative projects list may 

themselves include housing/density beyond what is proposed for the General Plan 
Update.  Yet, that does not constitute substantial evidence that they would 
cumulatively induce substantial population growth beyond state and regional 
projections.  As such, the County has determined that impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

 
O10-32  The County does not agree with this comment.  While the pending projects in Table 

1-11 may include additional densities, their approvals are not a foregone conclusion 
and their inclusion as part of the proposed project would not be appropriate.  See 
also response to comment G5-15. 

 
O10-33 The County acknowledges that some large projects proposed in Mountain Empire 

may not comply with densities proposed by the General Plan Update.  However, 
those projects would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  Therefore, the 
conclusion in DEIR Section 2.12.4.2 is correct in that impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 
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O10-34 The County does not agree with this comment.  While the pending projects in Table 
1-11 may include additional densities, their approvals are not a foregone conclusion 
and their inclusion as part of the proposed project would not be appropriate.  See 
also response to comment G5-15.  In addition, the claim that such projects would 
cause displacement of people in other communities is highly speculative and not 
supported by evidence. 

 
O10-35 This comment is unsubstantiated and does not contain sufficient detail or explanation 

to which a more thorough response can be provided.  
 
O10-36 The County does not agree that this is an environmental issue associated with the 

proposed project that should be evaluated in the EIR.  The following response is 
provided to clarify the issue and the County’s position.  The County of San Diego has 
endeavored, as a part of its 2009 legislative priorities, to assist owners of multiple 
legal non-conforming units on one parcel in the event of a disaster.  In areas where 
the County has been notified that multiple houses exist, the General Plan Update 
land use map includes appropriate densities to accommodate eventual subdivision of 
the properties.   

 
O10-37 This comment cites the fact that the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District 

(SDRFPD) does not have authority to create and adopt fire codes for planning and 
building projects.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
related to the project since the authority assigned to fire districts is not decided under 
the General Plan.  It should be noted that County planning staff and SDRFPD staff 
jointly review new discretionary development projects and as partners identify issues 
and possible solutions to fire and emergency service issues.  Because SDRFPD is 
the fire authority having jurisdiction, deference is often given to SDRFPD on their 
recommendations.  

 
O10-38 The County appreciates the comment and recognizes that existing private roads 

already exist to provide access to existing development.  The Private Road 
Standards would apply when discretionary projects require the construction of new 
roads or the improvement of existing private roads.   

 
O10-39 The County acknowledges that the Road Standards are also intended to permit 

modifications that would allow roads with or without curbs and gutters to be 
compatible with the desired character of individual communities. 

 
O10-40 LOS is generally intended as a tool to determine the necessary capacity of a road to 

determine the appropriate number of travel and turn lanes.  Road safety issues, such 
as sight distances, turn radii as compared to design speed, pavement textures, etc., 
are dictated by the road design.  The County Road Standards, along with road and 
highway design manuals control how roads are designed to ensure they address 
safety considerations. 

 
O10-41 Although the LOS thresholds identified in the Public Road Standards are ten years 

old, they are still acceptable for use today and are more affected by the type of roads 
than the age of the standards.  Under the General Plan Update the thresholds have 
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been expanded to better account for road improvements such as turn and passing 
lanes and raised medians. 

 
O10-42 The statement cited in this comment (DEIR Section 2.15.1.1 Traffic Conditions and 

Trends) that the average trip length is six miles was taken from Page 3-5 of the 2007 
SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  This figure is based on travel 
patterns for the region rather than just the unincorporated County. 

 
 The RTP is available at the following link: 
 http://www.sandag.org/programs/transportation/comprehensive_transportation_proje

cts/2030rtp/2007rtp_3_final.pdf 
 
O10-43 The statement that work travel comprises 26 percent of all highway travel and non-

work travel makes up 74 percent has also been taken from the 2007 SANDAG 2030 
Regional Transportation Plan (see response to comment O10-42 above). 

 
O10-44 The County acknowledges that the 2007 average for work trips of 11.9 miles, which 

also is taken from the 2007 SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (see 
responses to comments O10-42 and O10-43 above) is based on regional travel 
patterns and is not consistent with travel patterns in backcountry areas of the 
unincorporated County. 

 
O10-45 The severely limited bus services in the backcountry are identified in the preceding 

paragraph under the "Bus and Rail Services" paragraph of Section 2.15.1.1: 
 
 "Bus and rail services in the unincorporated area are primarily provided to the more 

densely populated communities in the western portion of the County, while bus and 
rail service is severely limited in backcountry areas."  

 
O10-46 The County does not concur that road safety should be considered when 

establishing level of service measures.  Road design is more important to road 
safety.  Roads are generally safer at LOS F because the large amount of traffic 
congestion requires very low travel speeds, which result in safer, but less efficient, 
roads.   

 
O10-47 This comment concerns the County Consolidated Fire Code and does not address 

the adequacy of the DEIR or the draft General Plan; therefore, a response has not 
been provided. 

 
O10-48 The estimated totals for vehicle miles traveled was derived by SANDAG staff from 

the General Plan Update traffic model that is primarily used to determine level of 
service for the road network.  The VMT is based on the model output.  The 
"Projected Vehicle Miles of Travel" section of DEIR Section 2.15.3.1 has been 
amended to note that this information was derived from the General Plan Update 
traffic forecast model. 

 

http://www.sandag.org/programs/transportation/comprehensive_transportation_projects/2030rtp/2007rtp_3_final.pdf
http://www.sandag.org/programs/transportation/comprehensive_transportation_projects/2030rtp/2007rtp_3_final.pdf
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O10-49 In Appendix E, the existing number of lanes for SR-94 in Mountain Empire has been 
changed to correctly reflect that this road is currently only two lanes, rather than the 
four lanes previously shown. 

 
O10-50 Appendix E has been changed to correctly reflect that SR-94 is proposed to be a 

two-lane road from the Jamul boundary to Buckman Springs Road.  
 
O10-51 Appendix E has been changed to correctly reflect that SR-188 is proposed to be a 

four-lane road from SR-94 to Tecate, Mexico. 
 
O10-52 This comment appears to express concerns that General Plan Update Mobility 

Element Policy M-3.3 would preclude the use of gates for fire apparatus access 
roads and secondary access routes.  This is not the case as gates would be 
acceptable as long as they were in compliance with the County Consolidated Fire 
Code. 

 
O10-53 This comment concerns the County Consolidated Fire Code and does not address 

the adequacy of the General Plan Update or the DEIR; therefore, a response has not 
been provided. 

 
O10-54 The County does not concur with this comment which raises concerns that DEIR 

Section 2.16 Utilities and Service Systems fails to mention climate change and its 
possible effect on all systems.  Climate change is addressed in a separate section of 
the DEIR (Subchapter 2.17).  The purpose of Section 2.16 is to address the 
proposed project's impact on the environment with regard to provision of utilities and 
service systems rather than the impact from climate change.   

 
O10-55 This comment states that DEIR Section 2.16.34 Groundwater Dependent Water 

Districts should have a "thorough discussion and reference to policies that will be 
implemented to help cope with the problem.”  The discussion and policies are 
provided in DEIR Section 2.16.6.4.   

 
O10-56 The County appreciates the comment, but does not concur that it is necessary to 

expand General Plan Update Land Use Element Policy LU-8.1 to incorporate the 
adverse effects of climate change to the long-term sustainability of groundwater 
supplies.  Policy LU-8.1 already "requires" land use designations consistent with the 
"long-term sustainability" of groundwater supplies.  This long-term sustainability 
would include any impacts associated with climate change.  

 
O10-57 The County appreciates the comment that the reviewer concurs with DEIR Section 

2.17.3.2.  Since the comment is not at variance with the DEIR, no further response is 
provided. 

 
O10-58 This comment expressed appreciation for the County's efforts to complete the 

General Plan Update and the County recognizes that continued fine-tuning of the 
project will be necessary. 
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O11-1 This comment provides an introduction to the comments that are addressed in 
responses to comments O11-2 through O11-15. 

 
O11-2 The County acknowledges this comment supporting the recent changes made to the 

General Plan Update. 
 
O11-3 The County agrees and has expanded draft General Plan Policy COS-7.4, 

Consultation with Affected Communities, to add: “The County is required by law, 
Senate Bill 18 Protection of Traditional Tribal Cultural Places (SB-18), to consult with 
the appropriate tribes for projects that may result in major land use decisions 
including General Plans, General Plan Amendments, Specific Plans and Specific 
Plan Amendment.  In addition to these types of permits, it is County policy to consult 
with the appropriate tribes on all other projects that contain or are likely to contain, 
archaeological resources.” 

 
O11-4 Under Context in the Park and Recreation section of the draft General Plan 

Conservation and Open Space Element, the following text has been added to clarify 
that the policies under biological and cultural resources are also related to open 
space: 

 
 "In addition to the Park and Recreation goals and policies concerning Open Space, 

see also goals and policies under the Biological Resources and Cultural Resources 
sections in this Element." 

 
O11-5 The County has revised Policy COS-21.3, Park Design, of the draft General Plan 

Conservation Element as follows: 
 
 “COS 21.3 Park Design.  Design parks that reflect community character and identity, 

incorporate local natural and cultural landscapes and features, and consider the 
surrounding land uses and urban form and cultural and historic resources.” 

 
O11-6 The County appreciates this comment and has made the recommended revision to 

DEIR Section 2.5.1.1. 
 
O11-7 The County agrees with the comment:  The Harris Site CA-SDI-149 has been 

determined to be eligible for the National Register as a Code 2S1: Determined 
eligible for separate listing by the Keeper.  DEIR Section 2.5.1.1, under the 
subheading “Significant Prehistoric Site,” has been revised as follows: 
 
“The C.W. Harris Site Archaeological District is one of the most significant 
archaeological sites in the western U.S. and has been placed on the 
NRHPdetermined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP).”   

 
O11-8 The County concurs with the comment and has revised the text in DEIR Section 

2.5.1.1 under subheading “Historic Resources Surveys” as follows: 
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“One Three designated historic districts exists in unincorporated County, the Camp 
Lockett in Campo, the Mataguay Historic District, and the Glen Abbey Memorial Park 
in Bonita.” 

 
O11-9 The County concurs and the recommended revisions were made within DEIR 

Section 2.5.1.1.  The Bancroft Ranch House was designated as a California Historic 
Landmark No. 626 in 1958.  There is a rock house on the property that is not a part 
of the Landmark.  As such, this section of the DEIR was revised to clarify that it was 
the Ranch House that was designated, not the rock house.  

 
O11-10 The County agrees with this comment.  The provided information was added to DEIR 

Section 2.5.1.3.  
 
O11-11 The County agrees with this comment.  As such, corrections were made to DEIR 

Section 2.5.2.3 under paragraphs Resource Protection Ordinance and Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
O11-12 The County agrees with this comment.  The suggested revision has been made to 

DEIR Section 2.5.3.1 as follows: 
 
“In addition, some resources exist within the unincorporated County that are eligible 
to be historically significant but have not yet been designated.”   

 
O11-13 The County agrees that review of potentially historic resources can be conducted to 

further prevent significant impacts.  Two mitigation measures have been added to 
DEIR Sections 2.5.6.1 and 7.2.5.1.  See response to comment O15-2 below for 
additional information on this issue.   
 
The County does not agree that it needs to address “demolition by neglect” or 
unpermitted demolition as part of the General Plan Update project.  See response to 
comment O15-11 for additional information on this issue. 
  

O11-14 The County agrees with this comment.  Several County-approved historic landmark 
properties were omitted from Table 2.5-2.  This table has been updated to reflect the 
current listing of historic properties. 

 
O11-15 This comment provides concluding statements for which a response is not required. 
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O12-1 This comment is an introduction to comments O12-2 through O12-8 below. 
 
O12-2 The County works closely with SANDAG planners and demographers regarding 

regional planning and population projections.  The SANDAG 2050 forecasts are in 
the process of development.  Of the 450,000 units SANDAG anticipates are needed 
in the region by 2050, 380,000 are accommodated in the General Plan Update and 
existing General Plans of the Incorporated Jurisdictions.  SANDAG anticipates that 
the remaining 70,000 units will be accommodated through forecasted growth in 
specific cities through collaboration with those cities.  As a result, the forecasts 
indicate that the General Plan Update will have sufficient capacity for the region's 
growth well beyond 2030.  

  
O12-3 The County understands this concern and has been developing a multitude of ways 

to address it.  Land-owner stewardship of private open space has been successful in 
establishing and maintaining small preserves within a larger open space network.  
This was verified by County staff through tracking and monitoring of previous 
projects.  Public open space areas can be maintained and managed through a 
variety of methods including use of grant funds, formation of open space districts, 
partnerships with other agencies, and use of management agreements with private 
conservancies. 

 
O12-4 The County agrees with this comment.  These issues as they relate to adverse 

effects on the environment are addressed within the DEIR (see Sections 2.13, 2.15, 
and 2.16). 

 
O12-5 Social and economic effects need not be considered in an EIR (see CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064(e)).  Outside of the DEIR, the County has considered the 
economic impacts of the General Plan Update and County staff continues to 
evaluate economic and financial considerations associated with the proposed 
project.  Research to date suggests that there will be limited adverse economic 
impacts as a result of the General Plan Update. 

 
 Effects on property values are not environmental issues that require analysis in a 

CEQA document.  Due to the numerous factors that affect property values, it is 
difficult to quantify what effect the General Plan Update will have on them.  There is 
general agreement that a reduction in density from the General Plan Update on a 
property will potentially reduce its value, but research suggests that the effects may 
not be perceptible in most cases due to the following factors: planned densities are 
maximums and seldom achieved, thereby resulting in discounted valuations; the 
entitlement process can be costly and contains uncertainties further discounting 
valuations; many properties contain significant constraints such as steep slopes 
which reduce values; radical changes in market values over the past several years 
mask trends; limited land sales data is available for comparative analysis; and many 
appraisers, speculators, and brokers have been accounting for General Plan Update 
changes for several years.  

 
 The issue of property tax revenue is also not an environmental issue that would be 

analyzed in the CEQA document.  It should also be noted that property tax 
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assessments are not determined the same way as purchase appraisals.  Rather, the 
tax assessments are more closely related to original purchase price due to 
Proposition 13.  Even considering the current downturn in the economy, property 
values have increased significantly over the past ten years; and this increase in 
value would only have resulted in increased tax revenues if the properties changed 
ownership during this period.   

 
O12-6 The County appreciates and acknowledges this comment.  This comment, however, 

raises a concern with regard to the implementation of the MSCP and is not related to 
an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  Nonetheless, the following response is 
offered to address the potential issue of MSCP and General Plan Consistency.   

 
 It is true that the MSCP Implementing Agreement (IA) obligates the County to set 

aside a minimum of 101,268 acres of conservation.  As noted in the IA, these lands 
shall be conserved through phased implementation of the MSCP which includes a 
combination of the following: (1) lands that were already preserved when the MSCP 
was adopted; (2) federal, state, and local acquisitions; and (3) application of the 
Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO).  Based on annual monitoring reports, the 
County continues to be on schedule to meet this minimum preservation goal.  The 
comment appears to suggest that the General Plan Update would result in lower 
densities when compared to the existing General Plan, and therefore, less mitigation 
land would be obtained through BMO compliance.  Under this reasoning, there would 
be a shortage of preserve lands generated from option #3 above, which would 
increase the burden on federal, state and local agencies per option #2.   

 
While the project does propose less density overall when compared to the existing 
General Plan, it is also focusing density in the western portion of the unincorporated 
County, away from the East County and Backcountry communities.  Since the MSCP 
is located in the southwest part of the County's jurisdiction, densities within the 
MSCP Subarea Plan boundary overall will not be substantially different under the 
General Plan Update.  In response to this comment, County staff evaluated the 
difference using the County GIS application and found that the proposed project’s 
capacity has 3,166 fewer housing units in the MSCP when compared to the existing 
General Plan.  This decrease is not expected to hinder the County in reaching the 
conservation obligation established in the IA.  In addition, the proposed densities are 
more compatible with MSCP designations.  When comparing the MSCP plan with 
the General Plan proposals, the majority of the areas identified as sensitive habitat 
are either already designated with lower densities under the existing General Plan or 
are proposed for lower densities.  In most cases this lower density is the result of a 
combination of factors such as service availability, access and terrain in addition to 
habitat values.  As such, the assembly of the preserve system may actually be 
timelier and less costly under the General Plan Update.  The County anticipates that 
the proposed project will make it easier for land to be acquired by private developers 
as mitigation and by public agencies in order to meet the preserve needs.  It should 
also be noted that the County entered into "the business of purchasing land and 
maintaining it," many years ago and continues to do so as a matter of policy in 
addition to meeting MSCP obligations. 
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O12-7 This comment pertains to changes in tax revenue and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA.  Moreover, the County does not agree that it 
is limiting future housing because SANDAG has projected sufficient capacity well 
beyond 2030.  The General Plan Update utilizes solid planning principles that will 
lead to real cost benefits in terms of reducing infrastructure, demand on public 
services, and associated long-term maintenance. 

 
O12-8 This comment provides concluding statements for which a response is not required. 
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O13-1 This comment provides an introduction to comments O13-2 through O13-40 below. 
 
O13-2 The County disagrees that the application of policies contained in the General Plan 

Update will be deferred to the community and subregional plans.  Section 2.9.2.2, 
Local [Regulations], of the DEIR states: “The policies and programs contained in a 
community or subregional plan, which must be consistent with the General Plan, are 
intended to provide long-term guidance and stability in implementing the goals of the 
plan.”  Updated community plans must be consistent with the proposed project.  The 
General Plan Update, if adopted, would serve as the land use policy framework for 
the entire unincorporated County.  The General Plan Update provides programmatic 
guidelines for development in the entire unincorporated County and allows 
community plans to establish specific guidelines to implement the policies of the 
General Plan Update that are appropriate for their community.  All future 
development in the unincorporated County would be required to comply with the 
policies of the General Plan Update, in addition to those identified in the applicable 
community plan.  Therefore, the General Plan Update does not defer implementation 
of its policies.  Refer to response to Building Industry Association comment G3-32 for 
additional information. 

 
O13-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  Updated community plans are 

included as a project component of the General Plan Update and analyzed as part of 
the DEIR.  The draft updated community and subregional plans were circulated for 
public review and comment during the same time period and at the same public 
locations as the revised Draft General Plan Update and DEIR, including 
electronically on the internet at:  
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalP
lans.  The relationship between the community plan updates and the implementation 
of the General Plan Update policies can be determined by reviewing these publicly 
available documents.   

 
O13-4 The County agrees that the General Plan Update policies are the foundation for the 

DEIR project description.  However, the County does not agree that the DEIR project 
description is called into question because the General Plan Update policies are 
“neutralized.”  As discussed in the response to comment O13-2, all future 
development in the unincorporated County would be required to comply with the 
policies of the General Plan Update.  Community plans may provide more specific 
guidelines to implement the General Plan Update policies in each community.  
Therefore, the General Plan Update policies are not neutralized.   

 
O13-5 The County has reviewed the proposed General Plan Update and does not agree 

that there is a conflict between the general policies and the Community Plans.  
Community plans contain goals and policies that will guide implementation of 
General Plan goals and policies in order to respond to community-specific issues.  In 
addition, the County disagrees that the DEIR should analyze the impacts of not 
implementing the General Plan Update policies as part of the proposed project 
impact analysis.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 states: “All phases of a project 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalPlans
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalPlans
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must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment: planning, 
acquisition, development, and operation.”  Therefore, the General Plan Update 
policies, as part of the proposed project, must be analyzed in the DEIR.  However, 
DEIR Section 4.5, Analysis of the No Project Alternative, does analyze the impacts of 
not implementing the policies proposed by the General Plan Update.  This section 
addresses the following issue areas: aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, mineral resources, noise, 
population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, utilities 
and service systems and climate change.  

 
O13-6 The County does not concur that the General Plan Update should include an 

Economic Development Strategy or an economic analysis of the proposed Land Use 
Map and General Plan Policy Framework.  The General Plan Update was meant to 
provide the framework to achieve this goal of a sustainable economy.  Many of the 
policies within the Land Use Element, Conservation and Open Space Element, 
Housing Element, and Mobility Element were written with economic sustainability in 
mind.  The County is not convinced that a county-wide economic strategy or analysis 
would be beneficial to the General Plan Update process given the substantial 
community differences.  However, there is interest in conducting a community-by-
community analysis that would accompany the comprehensive Community Plan 
updates that are planned to follow the General Plan Update approval process if there 
is sufficient funding and public interest. 

 
The County does not agree that economic vitality should be within the DEIR 
discussion or analysis of the project.  Social and economic effects need not be 
considered in an EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). 

 
O13-7 The cited statement in this comment was included in DEIR Section 3.1.2 which 

discussed potential growth inducing impacts of the project.  The County does not 
agree that the General Plan Update Land Use Map does not balance employment 
opportunities with housing demand.  When preparing the draft General Plan Update, 
the County has endeavored to achieve a reasonable jobs/housing balance.  A study 
was conducted by Economic Research Associates in 2005 which looked at jobs, 
retail, and population under General Plan Update and found that suitable ratios 
resulted.  This report is available at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/bos_may05_report.pdf.  The comment also 
identifies Tecate as an example of where increases to commercial and industrial 
designations were applied to the Land Use Map without supporting housing.  In 
Tecate, the intent is to create a unique community that is integrated with Tecate 
Mexico rather than one planned without consideration of the existing and planned 
land uses on the Mexican side of the border.  A special study area is being identified 
in the community plan to explore the opportunity for commercial and industrial 
support uses within Tecate USA that would be focused entirely on the residents and 
businesses located in Tecate Mexico. 

 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/bos_may05_report.pdf


Response to Comments 
 

Responses to Letter O 13, San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce, San Diego 
Regional Economic Development Corporation, and the Building Industry 
Association of San Diego County Joint Letter (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page O13-12 
October 2010 

O13-8 The County does not agree that job growth on tribal lands was not addressed.  The 
County considered available information from tribes on anticipated development for 
their lands.  Those projects have been included as cumulative projects in the DEIR.  
This information has also been provided to SANDAG for inclusion in the 2050 
forecast.  Therefore, job and housing projection within the 2050 forecast account for 
tribal development and job growth.  Early in the General Plan Update planning 
process, the County made a conscious decision to focus development in accordance 
with the Community Development Model (Guiding Principle #2), which meant that 
rural lands around tribal reservations would remain rural.  The County finds that 
housing to serve tribal lands is best located on the tribal lands themselves or in the 
County's existing villages.  The County does not have land use authority on tribal 
lands; however, coordination efforts between the tribes and the County are welcome 
in order to maximize the jobs-to-housing balance on tribal lands.  

 
O13-9 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update does not provide for adequate 

housing for existing and planned employment in and around the unincorporated 
County, and that the DEIR fails to analyze these impacts.  A jobs-housing balance is 
a social consideration that is outside the scope of the DEIR.  As stated in Section 
15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of a project shall not 
be treated as significant effects on the environment.  As proposed, the General Plan 
Update would accommodate the County’s fair share of regional housing needs 
based on projected growth.  The Department of Planning and Land Use (DPLU) has 
further reviewed and evaluated the draft General Plan Update and continues to find 
that it meets Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) requirements and 
accommodates a fair share of SANDAG’s estimated need of 300,000 housing units 
region-wide by 2030.  Both SANDAG and the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development are in support of how the County has addressed these 
issues and accommodated growth in the General Plan Update.   

 
O13-10 The County agrees that sound economic development strategies and policies are 

needed for a sustainable economy.  The General Plan Update was meant to provide 
the framework to achieve this goal.  Many of the policies within the Land Use 
Element, Conservation and Open Space Element, Housing Element, and Mobility 
Element were written with economic sustainability in mind. 

 
O13-11 The connection between the objectives of the project and the implementation of the 

project will be better clarified in the mandatory findings and the Board of Supervisor’s 
decision.  The DEIR was written in a manner that would objectively disclose and 
analyze the potential environmental impacts of the project and propose mitigation.  
The County disagrees that socio-economic analysis needs to be conducted to show 
the impacts of the density reductions to properties east of the County Water Authority 
(CWA) boundary.  Unless it is related to an impact on the physical environment 
(based on existing conditions), a social or economic impact is not a significant effect.  
Without some evidence of physical change, CEQA does not require analysis of 
economic impacts from a proposed project.  There have been no physical changes 
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identified which would be caused by the proposed project in the areas of the County 
east of the CWA boundary.   

 
O13-12 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Ultimately, the Board of 

Supervisors must determine how the County can best meet its objectives.  
Mandatory findings will be prepared along with a recommendation to the Board that 
discusses these issues.  It should also be noted that the information in this comment 
will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

 
O13-13 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR analysis includes the 

components of the project described in DEIR Section 1.8.  The DEIR contains a 
programmatic assessment of the impacts resulting from all components of the 
project.  Section 1.8 describes the Community Plan updates, along with 
implementing regulations and ordinances of the General Plan Update.  The impacts 
associated with the Community Plan updates are similar to those associated with the 
proposed land use map, road network, and General Plan text.  Regulatory and 
ordinance revisions are typically discussed as mitigation measures. 

 
O13-14 The County has amended the DEIR Project Description Section 1.8.1 to clarify which 

Community Plans are being comprehensively updated with the General Plan Update.  
The Community Plan updates are not proposing any additional changes to Land Use 
Map that would need to be analyzed as physical impacts on the environment.  The 
DEIR analysis incorporates these updates since they are based on the General Plan 
Update Land Use Map and their goals and policies are consistent with the goals and 
policies of the draft General Plan.  

 
O13-15 The County does not agree that the DEIR does not provide an analysis of each 

vegetation type that will be impacted by community planning area.  That information 
is provided in Table C-3 of Appendix C: Biological Resources Tables to the General 
Plan Update DEIR. 

 
O13-16 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update policies are vague, or too 

broad, or that they lack clear implementation strategies.  The comment notes that 
these are concerns associated with “certain policies” but does not give examples or 
recommended revisions.  As such, the comment lacks sufficient detail to which a 
more thorough response can be provided. 

 
O13-17 The County does not concur that County population forecasting is not consistent with 

population forecasts conducted by SANDAG.  Early in the General Plan Update 
planning process, the County developed a population model that relied upon specific 
information that the County has and derives from experience as a local land use 
authority.  The model has also allowed the County to evaluate and compare Land 
Use alternatives, with the same sets of criteria, throughout the process without the 
cost of an outside agency.  The population numbers have been coordinated with 
SANDAG, and the future units established by both the County's and SANDAG's 
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population models are within a reasonable range.  The claim that this analysis could 
somehow result in an inequitable population distribution is illogical and 
unsubstantiated.   

 
O13-18 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment seems to suggest that 

the County’s population forecast model increased the persons per household (PPH) 
ratio.  However, the County has kept this ratio the same through the General Plan 
Update process.  In fact, SANDAG increased the PPH ratio in its forecast and 
lowered Vacancy Rates (Series 11 provided in 2004).  This is why SANDAG had a 
higher population forecast coupled with a lower number of dwelling units.  

 
O13-19 The County acknowledges the importance of providing a sufficient amount of 

housing to meet planned employment needs and to accommodate SANDAG’s 
population forecasts.  There is no evidence shown to support the claim that the 
County of San Diego is not providing an adequate amount of housing.   

 
O13-20 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update does not provide a sufficient 

amount of housing for those who work in the eastern part of the County to live near 
their places of work.  In preparing the draft General Plan Update, the County has 
endeavored to achieve a reasonable jobs/housing balance.  The comment appears 
to cite the fact that the General Plan Update reduces densities overall when 
compared to the existing General Plan as the evidence that there will not be a 
sufficient amount of housing for the jobs in East County.  However, when compared 
to existing conditions, backcountry communities will still have the potential for growth 
increases of 50 to 100 percent.  The relatively few major employment centers located 
within the unincorporated communities will still have more than adequate housing 
potential.  Therefore, there is no reason to conclude that a sufficient supply of 
housing would not be available to provide opportunities for people to live near work.   

 
O13-21 The County acknowledges that the Conservation Subdivision Program has faced 

significant resistance from community planning and sponsor groups.  The draft 
Community Plans that were circulated for public review in July 2009 continue to be 
refined.  However, it should be noted that the lack of sewer in many areas requires 
minimum lot sizes of one acre or larger.  Regardless, even a one-acre parcel size will 
enable clustering in designations of Semi-Rural 2 or lower densities.  Conservation 
subdivisions will be allowed in all parts of the County and cannot be prohibited by 
community plans.  Therefore, conservation subdivisions would be allowable and 
feasible in most of the Semi-Rural and all of the Rural Lands Regional Categories.  
The proposed project would allocate nearly 89 percent of all privately-owned lands 
under these two Regional Categories.  As a result, there is no reason to conclude 
than one-acre minimum lot sizes will substantially affect projected housing.  

 
O13-22 The County disagrees that the DEIR improperly defers analysis of the impacts of 

reasonably foreseeable upgrades and facilities that will be required due to growth 
associated with the General Plan Update.  For example, the DEIR analyzes the 
potential impacts to wastewater treatment requirements that would result from build-
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out of the General Plan Update land uses at a programmatic level and proposes 
programmatic mitigation measures for the provision of wastewater treatment under 
the General Plan Update.  Specifically, mitigation measure USS-1.2 requires the 
implementation and revision of Board Policy 1-84 to ensure adequate availability of 
sewer/sanitation service for development projects that require it.   

 
O13-23 The County does not agree with this comment.  Although standards and 

performance criteria are needed for some subject areas such as Utilities and Service 
Systems, these are dynamic issues that are not going to be resolved in the program 
EIR for the project.  In actuality, the water and wastewater districts must provide 
status updates based partly on the land use map alternative that is adopted by the 
Board of Supervisors along with information provided by other land use authorities.  
However, the DEIR still provides information on these districts to the extent that it is 
available (See DEIR Sections 2.16.1.1, 2.16.1.2, 2.16.3.1, and 2.16.3.4).  

 
O13-24 The DEIR Section cited in this comment (2.16.3.1) was focused on addressing the 

issue of whether or not the project would exceed the wastewater treatment 
requirements of the RWQCB.  The County finds that the analysis provides an 
appropriate programmatic overview of this issue, including specific examples of 
impacted areas.  It is not clear from the comment what the scope and extent is of the 
additional impact analysis being requested.  Physical impacts on the environment 
from these facilities are included in the development impacts that are analyzed 
throughout Chapter 2 of the DEIR.  Yet, project-level impacts proposed by water or 
wastewater districts would still be analyzed in greater detail within CEQA documents 
prepared by those agencies.   

 
O13-25 This comment seems to suggest that the County develop a mitigation plan that water 

and sewer agencies follow for infrastructure upgrades.  This would be an extremely 
difficult undertaking given the variety of possible projects that a water or sewer 
agency might undertake and the varying conditions that may apply throughout the 
unincorporated area.  Such projects are also not within the jurisdictional purview of 
the County, and the serving agency will be the lead agency for purposes of CEQA.  
Therefore, the County does not agree with this comment and no revisions to the 
DEIR have been made. 

 
 Further, the cited case does not seem relevant in this situation.  The County has 

provided appropriate and fully enforceable mitigation measures for the exceedance 
of wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB (See USS-1.1 through USS-
1.3).  To further propose mitigation measures for specific infrastructure projects 
outside the control of the County would be both speculative and unreasonable.  

 
O13-26 It should be clarified that the DEIR conclusion is not that there is “no feasible 

mitigation” for impacts associated with the identified road segments.  The conclusion 
is that the application of all feasible mitigation measures would not reduce the 
impacts to a level below significant (e.g., to Levels of Service D or better).  Proposed 
mitigation is listed in DEIR Section 2.15.6.1 under subheadings “General Plan 
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Policies” and “Mitigation Measures.”  The County acknowledges that many road 
segments have been accepted to operate at a level of service (LOS) E/F, but the 
County disagrees that this means that the road network does not meet the project 
objective to develop a road network that is adequately correlated with planned land 
uses.  While the Board of Supervisors will determine what does and does not meet 
project objectives, the objectives go beyond just providing a road network that meets 
forecasted volumes of traffic.  Other issues to consider are how the size and speed 
of a road will correlate to land uses, especially in semi-rural and rural areas where a 
four-lane road could dramatically change community character.  Another 
consideration would be whether mature native vegetation along the roadway would 
be lost due to the need to widen a road.  Therefore, in many instances, the County 
has made a conscience decision to accept a lower forecasted LOS rather than 
increase travel lanes that are based on full build-out conditions and regionally 
applied average trip generation standards. 

 
O13-27 The County concurs that for County roads a daily rather than a peak-hour traffic 

assessment was conducted for the DEIR.  This is consistent with the basis for the 
County road classifications that are based on the maximum capacity, roadway 
geometrics, and average daily traffic (ADT) volumes.  Conversely, the assessment of 
State highways and freeways was based on a peak-hour analysis to be consistent 
with Caltrans road planning methods. 
 
DEIR Appendix I, Impacted Roadway Segment and Supporting Rationale for Levels 
of Service (LOS) E and F Level Acceptance, provides specific rationale for each road 
segment where LOS E and F is being accepted.  The draft Mobility Element is 
designed to provide an appropriate transportation network that correlates with the 
proposed land use pattern.  This Element includes policies that ensure the road 
network will not be over built or over planned.  While the General Plan Update will 
likely result in a number of road segments where LOS E and F are planned to be 
accepted, it is only because analysis has shown that the costs and impacts 
associated with widening would outweigh the benefits.   

 
O13-28 This comment states that there is no discussion of whether alternative roads can be 

constructed nearby to alleviate traffic deficiencies, such as alternate parallel routes.  
Many alternatives were evaluated during the planning process which determined the 
Board-Endorsed Network.  These alternatives are described in Attachment D of the 
report to the August 2, 2006 Board of Supervisors hearing concerning proposed 
changes to the Circulation Element Road Network.  This report is located on the 
County website at the following: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/pc_jul06_d.pdf.  Also see DEIR Section 4.1.1 
for additional discussion on road network alternatives.  

 
 In addition, the flexible road design standards were instrumental is reducing the need 

to widen many roads to four lanes.  This is evidenced by the many roads with 
classifications that incorporate improvement options such as raised medians and 
turn and passing lanes. 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/pc_jul06_d.pdf
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O13-29 The County appreciates this recommendation but does not agree that additional 
densities in backcountry areas, above those identified on the Referral Map, would 
constitute a reduction in environmental impacts.  A wide range of alternatives are 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR, including alternatives with higher density or 
intensity.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine which alternative will 
best meet the County’s objectives.  The information in this comment will be in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors.  

 
O13-30 The comment claims that Policy LU-14.4 would preclude the use of the conservation 

subdivision as a mitigation/implementation tool.  However, no reasoning or evidence 
is presented to support the claim.  As such, the County does not agree with the 
comment. 

 
O13-31 The potential effects of global warming included in Section 2.17.3.2, Issue 2: 

Potential Effects of Global Climate Change on the General Plan Update, are from the 
San Diego Foundation’s Regional Focus 2050 Working Paper and Technical 
Assessment, which explored what the San Diego region would be like in the year 
2050 if current climate change trends continue.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 
refers to citations and states the “Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information 
from many sources, including engineering project reports and many scientific 
documents relating to environmental features.  These documents should be cited but 
not included in the EIR.”  Therefore, the information contained in Section 2.17.3.2, 
Issue 2: Potential Effects of Global Climate Change on the General Plan Update, is 
not speculative, it was obtained from a reputable information source.  The San Diego 
Foundation’s Regional Focus 2050 Working Paper and Technical Assessment is the 
only comprehensive San Diego-specific assessment of climate change impacts 
available.  

 
Not all CEQA issues have to be analyzed from the perspective of whether the project 
itself would cause the adverse effect.  In some instances, subject areas are analyzed 
to determine whether the project would place people in a harmful environment.  For 
example, under the Hazards Section of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, 
recommended questions include whether the project would be located on a 
hazardous materials site or within vicinity of an airport.  This is similar to the type of 
issue analyzed in Section 2.17.3.2, which looks at how climate change may affect 
the population and housing planned for under the General Plan Update.  As stated 
under the Summary heading in Section 2.17.3.2, climate change impacts that would 
be most relevant to the unincorporated County are the effects on water supply, 
wildfires, energy needs, and impacts to public health.  Conversely, the question of 
what effect the project may have on global climate change is discussed in Section 
2.17.3.1 of the DEIR. 

 
O13-32 The climate change analysis is based on a forecasted build-out of the General Plan 

Update Land Use Map which is consistent with SANDAG forecasts.  The forecast 
does account for numerous constraints and the fact that not all density on every 
property will be built.  While the Land Use Map may never fully be built-out, basing 
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the analysis on a forecasted build-out provides a conservative approach to ensure 
that all appropriate impacts are considered.  It also follows standard forecasting 
methodology and includes the best information available.  Therefore, the County 
disagrees that this causes the analysis to be speculative.  

 
O13-33 The County disagrees with the comment.  The DEIR does discuss alternatives that 

would not concentrate development in the western portion of the County: the 
Backcountry Development Alternative and the No Project Alternative.  The 
Backcountry Development Alternative is discussed in DEIR Section 4.1.1, 
Alternatives Considered but Rejected.  Higher intensity development in the 
backcountry would not feasibly accomplish most project objectives, nor would it 
reduce environmental impacts.  Therefore, this alternative was rejected from 
consideration.  Additionally, the existing General Plan land use map is analyzed as 
the No Project Alternative in DEIR Section 4.5, Analysis of the No Project Alternative.  
This alternative has higher densities in the northern and eastern areas of the County 
than the proposed project.  Therefore, two alternatives that would accommodate 
higher intensity growth in the backcountry were considered in the DEIR and the 
analysis of an additional alternative is not warranted. 

 
O13-34 It appears that this comment is referring to a scenario similar to the Village 

Intensification Alternative discussed in Section 4.1.1 of the DEIR.  For the reasons 
discussed in the DEIR, it was determined that this alternative was not appropriate for 
further analysis.  

 
O13-35 The County agrees that there are numerous approaches to reducing environmental 

impacts other than reducing density.  In fact, the DEIR includes numerous measures 
beyond reducing density to address environmental impacts.  However, the County 
does not agree that it is incorrect to conclude that higher densities will result in more 
physical impacts to the land.  All evidence from historic development in the County 
demonstrates otherwise.  

 
O13-36 While the DEIR analysis is based on a forecasted build-out of the General Plan Land 

Use Map, the forecast does account for numerous constraints including the 
assumption that some properties will not achieve their maximum planned density.  
As a result, the County finds that its forecast is a conservative but suitable 
representation of the potential development that the General Plan Update would 
accommodate.  It is also in alignment with SANDAG forecasts which also account for 
constraints and market forces.  

 
O13-37 The County disagrees that no efforts have been made to explore opportunities for 

sustainable mixed-use communities outside existing village type development.  For 
example, the General Plan Update is proposing new mixed-use villages in Fallbrook 
and Valley Center.  Opportunities for additional mixed-use communities were not 
explored further because it would represent a scenario outside the range of 
reasonable alternatives identified by the Board of Supervisors.   
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O13-38 The County disagrees that the DEIR makes any conclusions that expansion of 
infrastructure outside the western areas of the County would be infeasible in all 
circumstances or that additional village nodes of development cannot exist outside 
the County Water Authority boundary.  In DEIR Section 4.1.1 Alternatives 
Considered but Rejected under the heading Backcountry Development Alternative, 
the DEIR concludes that additional higher density development in the backcountry 
would “produce additional burdens on infrastructure capacities since infrastructure is 
less available.”  This is not the same as saying it is infeasible.  The County also 
disagrees that it has taken the position that additional village nodes of development 
cannot exist in areas outside the CWA boundary.  The County has been coordinating 
to establish village patterns of development in both Tecate and Jacumba.   

 
O13-39 This comment summarizes the issues addressed above.  Responses to these issues 

were also addressed above; therefore, the responses are not repeated here. 
 
O13-40 The County appreciates the comment and is committed to conducting a transparent 

planning process for the General Plan Update that fully considers the comments 
from all stakeholders. 
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O14-1 The County appreciates the commenter review of the DEIR.  The County does not 
agree that the DEIR fails to comply with State law or is inconsistent with CEQA.  

 
O14-2 The County disagrees with the suggestion that the proposed project deviates from its 

objectives or with the statement that the majority of growth will be in low density 
designations with scattered development.  Approximately 80 percent of the future 
growth will be accommodated within the County Water Authority boundary, with 
growth in that area directed to villages.  Policies and regulations such as the 
Conservation Subdivision Program will discourage scattered development.  

 
O14-3 The County notes that it is not an "urban" jurisdiction so urban planning which often 

focuses on transit, high density, and employment sectors is not applicable to most 
areas of the County.  Contrary to the commenter’s statement, the County has 
increased planned growth in areas near cities, transit, and more urbanized area.  
However, these areas are limited in the unincorporated area and the County has no 
land use jurisdiction over the cities themselves.  The County agrees that most private 
lands will receive low density designations.  In fact, the majority of these lands will 
have densities of 1 dwelling unit per 20, 40, or 80 acres.  These very low density 
designations will reduce growth and impacts on land resulting in a sustainable 
development pattern for the County. 

 
O14-4 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  
 
O14-5 The County does not agree that it can direct its share of growth to the cities.  

SANDAG growth forecasts for the region are based on the land use plans of all the 
jurisdictions in the County.  The capacity for growth in the region in other jurisdictions 
is already accounted for.  Additionally, because of the model dynamics, forecasted 
growth fills the incorporated cities before the unincorporated County.  In all of the 
recent SANDAG forecasts, including the draft 2050 forecast, there was no residual 
capacity for growth in any of the incorporated cities.  Therefore, it is impossible to 
direct more growth to the cities as they have no additional capacity for growth.  See 
also response to comment S1-18. 

 
Selected unincorporated communities that have infrastructure and services have 
been appropriately targeted for growth under the proposed project.  In addition, every 
effort has been made to reduce sprawl and haphazard development patterns, 
thereby reducing costs, energy consumption, and emissions and protecting farmland, 
open space, habitat, and water quality and quantity.  When compared to the existing 
General Plan, the proposed project substantially reduces sprawl and potential 
environmental impacts. 
 

O14-6 The County acknowledges that the proposed project would result in twenty-four 
significant unavoidable impacts.  This is because the DEIR evaluated potential 
impacts of the project compared to existing conditions on the ground using relatively 
low thresholds of significance.  This approach was meant to fulfill the purpose and 
intent of CEQA documents, including full disclosure and analysis of potential adverse 
environmental effects.  It should be noted that the DEIR also concluded that of the 81 
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topic areas evaluated, the existing General Plan would result in greater impacts in 58 
of the environmental subject areas.  Therefore, the County does not agree that the 
proposed project weakens environmental protections when compared to the existing 
General Plan.    

 
O14-7 Both the existing General Plan and the proposed General Plan Update focus new 

growth in and adjacent to urbanized areas.  The difference between the General 
Plan strategies is more apparent outside the urbanized areas.  The existing Plan 
generally allows semi-rural patterns of development private lands outside urban 
areas with the exception of those areas subject to the Forest Conservation Initiative 
(40-acre minimum lot size is required).  In contrast, the General Plan Update retains 
62 percent of private lands as rural residential where further subdivision of the land is 
severally limited.  In exchange for the limited development in these rural areas, the 
proposed project focuses new growth around Smart Growth Opportunity Areas 
(SGOA) in accordance with the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP).   

 
O14-8 The County does not agree with this comment, which has selected statements within 

the General Plan Update text and DEIR and presented them out of context.  With 
regard to cited sections from Pages 2-6 and 2-7 of the proposed General Plan text, 
the comment does not appear to be raising an environmental issue.  Moreover, the 
section cited also goes on to state: “The County will implement this guiding principle 
by planning and facilitating housing in and adjacent to existing and planned villages.”   

 
With regard to the language cited from the DEIR (Section 1.13.3), the statements 
pertaining to areas with the “greatest amount of growth” are described by comparing 
existing conditions to build-out with the understanding that undeveloped areas 
receiving any growth would show a higher percentage of development increase than 
areas that are already developed but targeted for higher densities.  While the 
General Plan Update does allow semi-rural development, generally within and 
adjacent to similar existing patterns of development, these areas represent a much 
smaller portion of the County than under the existing General Plan.  Sixty-two 
percent of private lands would retain their rural character and limit further subdivision 
under the proposed project.  See also responses to comments O14-5 and S1-18. 

 
O14-9 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment appears to claim that 

the number of regional categories or the titles of the categories are relevant to where 
urban intensities and densities are located.  There is no substantiation of this claim 
within the comment.  The proposed new categories and the language included in the 
General Plan Update provide equivalent protection for resources.  The County has 
provided an unambiguous land use map that illustrates where density/intensity is 
proposed and where low growth or no growth is proposed.  In addition, the General 
Plan Update text describes the regional categories and spells out the County’s 
commitment to sustainable growth. 

 
O14-10 The County acknowledges this comment, but does not concur that the General Plan 

Update will lose protections for its environmentally sensitive land with the elimination 
of the Environmentally Constrained Area (ECA) Regional Category.  Generally, the 
proposed project applies Rural Lands designations to areas currently under the ECA 
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Regional category in the existing Plan.  Rural Lands designations typically require a 
similar or lower density than ECA designations.  In addition, the goals and policies of 
the General Plan Update are more restrictive toward development on lands with 
physical and environmental constraints than the goals and policies of the existing 
General Plan.   

 
O14-11 This comment states that, in comparison to the existing General Plan, the proposed 

General Plan's land use designations show a continuing or even escalating trend 
toward low-density, decentralized land uses and a lack of commitment toward the 
protection of natural resources.  The County acknowledges that approximately 90 
percent of the private lands would be designated at semi-rural and rural densities, 
but the County contends that these designations primarily recognize existing 
parcelization and would result in fewer additional housing units than the existing 
General Plan.  

 
 The comment further states that the County should first determine the amount of 

projected growth that could be accommodated within existing cities and urban areas 
and direct the growth to those locations first.  The County does not have the ability to 
direct growth to cities because it has no land use authority there.  See also 
responses to comments O14-5, O14-8, and S1-18.  What the General Plan Update 
accomplishes is that it directs growth into, and adjacent to, the more urbanized areas 
of the unincorporated County and to the smart growth opportunity areas consistent 
with the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan.  The amount of growth is 
consistent with SANDAG forecasts of future housing needs for the unincorporated 
areas of the County.    

 
O14-12 The comment states that the proposed Land Use Element would not protect 

agricultural resources since it is eliminating the two agricultural land use designations 
in the existing General Plan.  The County does not agree with this comment.  The 
existing designations establish minimum parcel sizes and densities of either two, 
four, or eight acres or ten or forty acres, while allowing clustering in certain 
circumstances.  The actual uses allowed are established by the Zoning Ordinance.  
While, the proposed project eliminates these agricultural designations, it assigns 
appropriate densities for agricultural lands and allows clustering by-right.  As with the 
existing General Plan, the actual uses are regulated by the Zoning Ordinance.  
Therefore, the primary difference between the existing Plan and the proposed Plan is 
that the General Plan Update provides more flexibility in that it allows clustering by 
right and offers greater flexibility for the densities assigned.  The County does not 
agree that 20-acre lot sizes “promote sprawling ranchette development.”  In San 
Diego County, 77 percent of operating farmers live on their farms.  It is most likely 
that agriculture will occur, and be maintained, on contiguous lands that permit single 
family residential uses.  Additionally, in San Diego County, at least 10 contiguous 
acres supports a wide variety of agricultural uses (p. 32 – County of San Diego 
LARA Model).   

 
O14-13 The lands now covered by the Agricultural Preserve (Board of Supervisors Policy I-

38), but not under Williamson Contracts, are currently not farmed.  Further, land-
owners are not currently applying under Policy I-38, to designate their property as an 



Response to Comments 
 

Responses to Letter O 14, Save Our Forest and Ranchlands (SOFAR) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page O14-14 
October 2010 

Agricultural Preserve.  Therefore, lands now covered by Policy I-38, for the purpose 
of preserving the land for either agricultural production or open space, are not 
conforming to those specified land uses.  At this time, Policy I-38 is not fulfilling the 
goal of preserving land for agricultural production, unless the land is covered by a 
Williamson Act Contract.     

 
O14-14 The comment cites relevant case law and regulations.  It contains no comment and 

no response is necessary. 
 
O14-15 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment cites that there will be 

a 60 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT); however, it should be noted 
that these impacts are estimated from the existing condition to build-out of the 
General Plan Update and prior to application of mitigation measures.  Similarly, the 
alternatives analyzed in the DEIR are also described in terms of potential impacts 
prior to mitigation.  When compared to the No-Project Alternative (existing General 
Plan), the Referral Map or other alternatives would substantially reduce the 
estimated VMT even before mitigation.  When compared to the existing General 
Plan, the proposed project will result in a reduction of at least 3,000,000 daily VMT.  
This equates to a reduction of 550,000 metric tons of CO2 emissions per year.  It 
should also be noted that the No-Project Alternative does not include any mitigating 
measures.    

 
With regard to the conclusion that the General Plan Update’s contribution toward 
global climate change would be significant and unavoidable, as discussed in 
responses to comments O1-20 and  S1-13, the conclusions in the DEIR related to 
climate change impacts have been revised to be mitigated to a less than significant 
level.  As explained in Section 2.17.3.1 of the DEIR, the determination of significance 
is based on whether or not greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions will be reduced to 
1990 levels by 2020 pursuant to AB 32.  With the General Plan Update and the 
proposed mitigation measures, the County is committing to meeting this requirement.   
 
The comment goes on to state that the proposed project would impact about 
175,000 acres of special status plant and wildlife habitat.  Yet this is an estimate 
within the DEIR of total habitat impacts county-wide at build-out of the project prior to 
mitigation and without definitive information regarding how much of the habitat 
supports special status species.  Likewise, the 157,139 acres estimated to be 
impacted under the Hybrid Map alternative is a quantification of potential direct and 
indirect impacts prior to implementation of mitigation.   
 
With regard to the agricultural issue raised in the comment, the proposed project and 
alternatives would also substantially reduce the amount of land converted to non-
agricultural uses when compared to the No-Project Alternative.  Despite the 
considerable improvement and the mitigating measures proposed, impacts would be 
considered to be significant and unavoidable due to the low threshold of significance 
maintained by the County: “would the project convert San Diego County Agricultural 
Resources (including, but not limited to, Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance, pursuant to the FMMP of the California 
Resources Agency), or other agricultural resources, to non-agricultural use?”  Given 
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this determination of significance, and given that the County’s General Plan allows 
many by-right uses that cannot prohibit conversion of agriculture on private lands, 
the conclusion that impacts are potentially significant and unavoidable is appropriate 
for the CEQA document.  The County does not agree that neither the proposed 
project nor the alternatives would result in a sustainable San Diego.  The commenter 
does not provide factual evidence to support this claim. 

 
O14-16 The County concurs that a city-centered alternative would promote smart growth 

concepts and potentially reduce VMT.  However, an alternative that would 
completely focus future growth in the cities is unrealistic, infeasible, and would not 
meet project objectives.  See also responses to comments O14-5, O14-8, O14-11, 
and S1-18.   

 
O14-17 The County does not agree with this comment.  Impacts associated with climate 

change are adequately discussed and a thorough review of mitigation measures has 
been provided.  See also response to comment O14-15 above. 

 
O14-18 The County believes that the draft General Plan and DEIR is consistent with the 

intent of this comment.  The General Plan Update as proposed would support 
achievement of AB 32 and as explained in responses to comments O1-20 and S1-
13, the conclusions in the DEIR related to climate change impacts have been revised 
to be mitigated to a less than significant level due to the County’s commitment as 
part of the General Plan Update.  See also responses to comments O14-5, O14-8, 
O14-11, O14-16, O14-17, S1-4 and S1-18. 

 
O14-19 The County does not agree with the first sentence of this comment.  However, the 

County concurs with the cited requirements of CEQA and finds that the DEIR 
complies with these provisions.  As discussed in responses to comments O1-20 and 
S1-13, the conclusions in the DEIR related to climate change impacts have been 
revised to be mitigated to a less than significant level due to the County’s 
commitment as part of the General Plan Update.  Additionally, the DEIR includes all 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce climate change impacts.  See also responses 
to comments G5-45, S1-13 and S1-24. 

 
O14-20 The County does not agree that the quoted measures are vague or unenforceable.  

They are a clear commitment of action that the County will undertake.  The County 
agrees that there is flexibility in these measures.  Such flexibility is appropriate in this 
case as the measures are related to interjurisdictional coordination and programs 
that the County does not have exclusive control over.  See also responses to 
comments O14-19, G5-45, S1-24, and S1-25. 

 
O14-21 The County does not agree with this comment.  Water conservation is considered an 

essential GHG reduction measure for California where 19% of all electricity demand 
and 32% of non- generation natural gas demand is related to water use.  This is 
critical in Southern California where transmitting water over long distances results in 
increased energy use.  The County disagrees that the DEIR has not identified 
sufficient measures or that it does not provide a mechanism to continue addressing 
climate change.  The project’s 160 policies and measures, along with the proposed 
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Climate Action Plan, demonstrate the County’s commitment to climate change 
mitigation. 

 
O14-22 With adoption of the General Plan Update and the corresponding mitigation 

measures and policies, the County will be on track to meet its reduction goals.  See 
also responses to comments O14-15, S1-4 and S1-13.   

 
O14-23 The proposed project includes feasible and clearly defined mitigation measures to 

address GHG emissions and climate change (DEIR Section 2.17.6.1 and draft 
Implementation Plan).  See also responses to comments O14-19, O14-20, G5-45, 
S1-24 and S1-25. 

 
O14-24 The County has reviewed and considered programs adopted by other jurisdictions 

and those recommended by various agencies.  Those considered reasonable and 
feasible for the County of San Diego and in alignment with the project objectives 
have been included.  The County welcomes suggestions regarding additional 
feasible mitigation measures that may be included in the Final EIR or Climate Action 
Plan. 

 
O14-25 This comment provides concluding statements for which a response is not required. 
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O15-1 This comment provides an introduction to the comments that are addressed in 
responses to Comments O15-2 through O15-13. 

 
O15-2 The County acknowledges this comment.  Demolition Permits and Building Permits 

are ministerial when they are proposed as allowed uses within a given zone.  To 
further prevent potentially significant impacts to historic and cultural resources, the 
following mitigation measures have been added to DEIR Sections 2.5.6.1 and 
7.2.5.1: 

 
Cul-1.7 Identify potentially historic structures within the County and enter the 

information in the Department of Planning and Land Use property 
database.  Identification will occur by compiling information from all 
available sources (e.g., County surveys, Historic Site Board, information 
received from SOHO and community planning groups, information from 
other jurisdictions, etc.) and shall be updated at least every five years. 

 
Cul-1.8 Revise the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) to apply to the 

demolition or alteration of identified significant historic structures.  
 
O15-3 In response to this comment, the County proposes to create a review system along 

with supporting regulations which will identify historic buildings as part of the building 
or demolition permit process.  See additional mitigation measures Cul-1.7 and Cul-
1.8 as noted in response to comment O15-2 above. 

 
O15-4 Research by County staff has shown that, while almost all cities and counties within 

California have some form of Local Register where significant historical properties 
are listed, there were varying levels of commitment to identifying and screening for 
unidentified historic structures during the application process.  The County is 
committed to protecting historic and cultural resources in much the same way that 
clean water and biological resources are protected (See County of San Diego 
Resource Protection Ordinance). 

 
O15-5 Please refer to responses to comments O15-2 and O15-3 above. 
 
O15-6 While the County as lead agency still finds that the DEIR conclusions are valid, it has 

added additional mitigation measures in response to the commenter’s concerns.  
See response to comment O15-2 above. 

 
O15-7 The County agrees that it is feasible to have a policy for review of ministerial 

applications when a potentially significant structure may be altered or demolished 
(refer to responses to comments O15-2 and O15-3).  The County does not agree 
that almost all other jurisdictions in California have this level of review (see response 
to comment O15-4).  

 
O15-8 The County agrees with the comment that the 50-year threshold should be 

discussed.  The following paragraph has been added to the EIR Section 2.5.3.1 
under Guidelines for Determination of Significance:   
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 The County of San Diego Ordinance No.9493, Section V (d) (2) (Types of Historical 
Resources and Criteria for Listing in the San Diego County Register of Historical 
Resources) states that one of the criteria for historical listing is “historical resources 
achieving significance within the past fifty (50) years.”  However, the County’s 
Significance Guidelines states that “A resource less than fifty (50) years old may be 
considered if it can be determined that sufficient time has passed to understand its 
historical importance. 

  
 In addition, Section 2.5.3.1 (Summary) has been revised with the addition of the 

following sentence. 
 
 The County has a 50-year threshold to review for consideration of mitigation for 

projects affecting historic resources to ensure their consistency with CEQA 
Guidelines and the requirements of the California Register of Historic Resources and 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

 
O15-9 Please refer to responses to comments O15-2 and O15-3 above. 
 
O15-10 In response to this comment, the following mitigation measure has been added to 

DEIR Sections 2.5.6.2 and 7.2.5.2: 
 

Cul-2.6  Protect significant cultural resources by facilitating the identification and 
acquisition of important resources through regional coordination with 
agencies, and institutions, such as the South Coast Information Center 
(SCIC) and consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) and local tribal governments, including SB-18 review, while 
maintaining the confidentiality of sensitive cultural information. 

 
O15-11 The County does not agree that this recommendation is necessary or appropriate.  

The County investigates any known or reported case of land use or building code 
violation within its authority.  As part of the investigation, the County attempts to 
determine forensically whether or not any historic or cultural resources have been 
adversely affected; and if so, require mitigation.  A monetary fine may serve as 
mitigation only if it clearly serves to mitigate the adverse effect.  It should be noted 
that any damage, unlawful or otherwise, of historic or cultural resources that does not 
involve building code or land-use violations would be outside the jurisdiction of the 
County.  Moreover, since the General Plan Update project is not proposing unlawful 
demolition of historic or cultural resources, the request made in this comment is not 
justified. 

 
O15-12 The County agrees with the importance of surveying to identify potential historic 

resources, but does not agree that the General Plan Update project necessitates a 
process to survey the entire unincorporated area.  This recommendation is not 
feasible and is not warranted.  It should be noted that the proposed project would 
substantially reduce potential impacts to historic and cultural resources when 
compared to the No Project Alternative. 
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In addition, several community surveys already exist that identify historic properties 
and alert County staff to the presence of potential historic or cultural resources prior 
to development.  The County also uses the CHRIS database to screen sites for 
potential impacts as part of discretionary review.  While it may not be feasible to 
evaluate all un-surveyed areas in the unincorporated County at this time, the County 
plans to participate in additional surveying efforts through available grants and as 
part of discretionary project reviews. 
 

O15-13 Some revisions to the DEIR, the draft General Plan and the draft Implementation 
Plan document will be made based on the above comments.  However, the County 
does not agree that recirculation of the DEIR is necessary pursuant to CEQA 
statutes and guidelines. 
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O16-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
O16-2 This comment appears to imply that because the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive 

Plan (RCP) population forecasts are based on existing General Plans, the proposed 
project is not consistent with the RCP.  While the County would agree that the RCP 
population forecasts are no longer the most current as more recent forecasts have 
been prepared by SANDAG, the County disagrees that the General Plan Update is 
not consistent with the RCP.  The forecasts in the RCP are substantially based on 
General Plan Update draft Land Use Map.  The following excerpt can be found on 
page 41 of the : “This forecast is based on economic and demographic factors that 
are influenced by the currently adopted land use plans and policies of the 18 cities, 
and the most recent information from the County of San Diego’s General Plan 
Update (GP2020) for the unincorporated area.”  DEIR Section 2.9.3.2, Issue 2: 
Conflicts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations, has been revised to reflect 
that the RCP takes into account “the most recent information from the County’s 
General Plan Update” rather that from the existing General Plan. 

 
 For reference, SANDAG’s RCP can be accessed at: 
 http://www.sandag.org/programs/land_use_and_regional_growth/comprehensive_lan

d_use_and_regional_growth_projects/RCP/rcp_final_complete.pdf 
 
O16-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  While it is true that the General Plan 

Update proposes fewer overall housing units when compared to the existing General 
Plan, it is not inconsistent with SANDAG’s forecast.  The SANDAG population 
forecasts have been coordinated with the County, and the future units established by 
both the County's and SANDAG's population models are within a reasonable range.  
Therefore, the land use scenario used in SANDAG's population forecast model is 
based on the General Plan Update Land Use Map.  It should also be noted that the 
RCP does not suggest that growth should take place in low density areas where the 
General Plan Update reduces population densities.  On the contrary, the RCP 
promotes smart growth near jobs, housing and transit and reduces land consumption 
in rural and agricultural areas, as stated in the following excerpt from the RCP Vision 
Chapter: 

 
 “Smart growth means developing the region in a way that creates communities with 

more housing and transportation choices, better access to jobs, more public spaces, 
and more open space preservation.  Smart growth more closely links jobs and 
housing, provides more urban public facilities like parks and police stations, makes 
our neighborhoods more walkable, and places more jobs and housing near transit.  It 
reduces land consumption in our rural and agricultural areas and spurs reinvestment 
in our existing communities.  Together, sustainability and smart growth form the 
philosophical foundation of the Regional Comprehensive Plan.” 

 
O16-4 The County does not agree with this comment.  There is no evidence shown to 

support the claim that the County General Plan Update is not providing an adequate 
amount of housing in the eastern portions of the unincorporated County to meet 
future population demands.  As shown in the response to comment O16-2 above, the 

http://www.sandag.org/programs/land_use_and_regional_growth/comprehensive_land_use_and_regional_growth_projects/RCP/rcp_final_complete.pdf
http://www.sandag.org/programs/land_use_and_regional_growth/comprehensive_land_use_and_regional_growth_projects/RCP/rcp_final_complete.pdf
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General Plan Update is consistent with future population projections.  Based on the 
vision of the SANDAG RCP, population demand is more appropriately met when 
provided in smart growth patterns of development close to housing, jobs, and public 
facilities. 

 
O16-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update does not 

prohibit development in the County or anywhere in the unincorporated area.  The 
comment also states that the General Plan Update will “exasperate already 
constrained resources” in the western portions of the County.  The County concurs 
that the growth associated with the General Plan Update will require additional 
investments in infrastructure, wherever the growth occurs, but the County contends 
that infrastructure can be provided more efficiently in the western portions of the 
county.  The County has determined that public costs and impacts are greater when 
providing infrastructure and services in rural areas outside of the San Diego County 
Water Authority (CWA) boundary.     

 
O16-6 It is not clear from this comment which regional plans that the General Plan Update 

does not support.  The General Plan Update is consistent with the SANDAG 
Regional Comprehensive Plan, along with the SANDAG population forecasts.  In 
addition, the General Plan Update DEIR Section 2.9.3.2, Issue 2: Conflicts with Land 
Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations, evaluates and concludes that the General Plan 
Update was not in conflict with the following plans that address all or portions of the 
unincorporated county: 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, Congestion Management 
Program, San Diego Basin Plan, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans, San Diego 
County Regional Air Quality Strategy, and other adopted land use plans for the 
region.  In addition, the commenter does not provide any evidence to substantiate 
the claim that the proposed project would “hamper economic activity.”  Therefore, the 
County disagrees with the assertion that the General Plan Update does not support 
regional plans and that it hampers economic productivity. 

 
O16-7 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to responses to 

comments O16-1 and O16-2 above.  In addition, the County does not agree with the 
request for mitigation measures for the perceived loss of 15 percent of housing when 
compared to the existing General Plan.  This request is not consistent with the plan-
to-ground analysis established in the DEIR and is also not related to environmental 
impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

 
O16-8 The comment incorrectly presents the County’s position.  The County has studied 

the economic effects of the General Plan Update and continues to evaluate 
economic considerations.  The County maintains that these considerations are not 
appropriate in the DEIR (CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e)).  The County is not 
opposed to additional economic analysis of the proposed project.  However, studies 
are time-consuming, costly, and can be extremely subjective.  Any analyses should 
not be based on a perceived change in housing potential due to an existing General 
Plan established in 1979, but on realistic foreseeable residential development.  In 
addition, for a full understanding of economic consequences economic assessments 
should not only include costs related to development/infrastructure, but also those 
costs associated with natural resources. 
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 Based on extensive and detailed analyses, the County maintains that the lower 

densities being proposed by the General Plan Update are more appropriate than the 
densities allowed under the existing General Plan because the proposed densities 
better reflect physical topographical constraints, groundwater resource constraints, 
limited access, and lack of infrastructure and services.  In addition, as discussed in 
response to Comment O16-5 above, it is less economically feasible to provide 
infrastructure and services in rural areas like the backcountry.   

 
O16-9 The ability to subdivide one’s property is one of several factors to consider when 

assessing property values.  However, other important factors include the availability 
of the land, the cost to subdivide it, its physical location in relation to jobs, services, 
and infrastructure, and the amount of land being valued.  The General Plan Update 
does not propose densities that would substantially reduce the ability to subdivide 
when physical constraints are considered, such as lack of groundwater resources, 
limited access, and lack of infrastructure and services, as discussed in the response 
to comment O16-8 above.  The County does not agree that the General Plan Update 
is contrary to the spoken will of the voters.  There is no substantial evidence to 
support this claim.   

 
O16-10 The County does not agree with this comment.  The comment is a general criticism 

of the assumptions and data used in the DEIR.  Without more specific examples or 
supportive evidence for the claim, the County cannot provide a thorough response.  
Therefore, no changes to the DEIR have been made as a result of this comment. 

 
O16-11 This comment states that while the DEIR has determined that the General Plan 

Update is consistent with SANDAG population projections, these projections could 
still be more than 50 percent off, which would result in potential negative impacts.  
The County's population model takes into account many constraints to development, 
and is within a reasonable range of SANDAG's forecast of the same alternative 
(SERIES 11).  The assertion that the County’s population model is 50% off is 
unsubstantiated.  Furthermore, the County expects the next population projections 
completed by SANDAG, series 12, to be better reflections of the County of San 
Diego's forecast, as shown in the General Plan Update. 

 
O16-12 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update will result in significant unmet 

population demands, since the population forecasts in the Update are consistent with 
SANDAG’s regional projections, as discussed more fully in the response to comment 
O16-11 above.  Moreover, the DEIR evaluates the potential environmental effects of 
the proposed project on the existing environment.  The comment appears to be 
calling for an environmental impact analysis of potential future changes or events 
that are not reasonably foreseeable but are speculative in nature.  The County 
disagrees that such analysis is warranted. 

 
O16-13 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update and DEIR ignore tribal 

lands.  In addition, the County does not agree that the DEIR fails to address or 
consider impacts to tribal lands, or impacts from tribal projects.  The County 
considered available information in or around April 2008 from tribes on anticipated 
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development for their lands.  Those projects have been included as cumulative 
projects in the DEIR.  This information has also been provided to SANDAG for 
inclusion in the 2050 forecast.  Early in the General Plan Update planning process, 
the County made a conscious decision to focus development in accordance with the 
Community Development Model (Guiding Principle #2), which meant that rural lands 
around tribal reservations would remain rural.  Potential environmental impacts of the 
General Plan Update on tribal lands or other jurisdictional lands were included in the 
DEIR impact analyses and all feasible mitigation measures have been incorporated. 

 
O16-14 While the County would agree that all areas of the County may not be able to 

achieve the density proposed by the General Plan Update land use map, the County 
does not agree with the assertion made by this comment.  The County has openly 
met with any groups that have requested to better understand the population model, 
as well as its acknowledged limitations as a regional model.  In addition to the 
assigned density, the population model forecasts take into account areas with 
existing development, areas reserved for public right-of-way, and areas with physical 
and environmental constraints.  The physical and environmental constraints 
considered by the population forecast model include steep slopes, wetlands, 
floodplains, sensitive habitat, habitat preserves, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone, other hazard zones, Multiple Species Conservation Program pre-approved 
mitigation areas, and groundwater-dependency. 

 
O16-15 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR did analyze vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT) based on the proposed land use maps and it did take into account 
long distance commutes (urban and rural).  Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are 
necessary as a result of this comment. 

 
O16-16 The County agrees that the DEIR did not evaluate specific impacts of renewable 

energy alternatives to potential sites in the backcountry.  The General Plan Update 
DEIR is programmatic in nature and is not intended to evaluate potential specific 
projects.  These impacts would be evaluated either as specific permitted facilities or 
as General Plan Update implementation measures that facilitate the provision of 
renewable energy facilities, such as the Meteorological Testing Facility Ordinance or 
the Wind Energy Zoning Ordinance Update.   

 
O16-17 Because the County understands that local knowledge of an area is essential, the 

County worked closely with planning and sponsor groups in development of the land 
use maps and village boundaries.  As a result, the proposed land use maps closely 
reflect the preferences of these groups.  Therefore, the County disagrees that the 
reduction of densities in these communities has effectively eliminated future 
development essential to their self-sustainability.  There are ample opportunities for 
both residential and employment growth in the backcountry; however, the overall 
growth potential has been reduced when compared to the existing General Plan and 
more focused in specific areas. 

 
O16-18 While this comment implies that some rural communities are at risk of economic 

stagnation, specific references are not provided.  As discussed in the response to 
comment O16-17, the County would like to reiterate that the land use maps were 
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developed in coordination with community planning and sponsor groups, which are 
comprised of residents in the communities that are knowledgeable about their 
communities.   

 
O16-19 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update will adversely affect 

healthcare, education, and community services in rural communities.  The comment 
does not provide substantial evidence to support this claim. 

 
O16-20 The County does not understand the meaning and intention of this comment and, 

therefore, is unable to respond. 
 
O16-21 The County appreciates SORE’s efforts to work through issues with the General Plan 

Update.  County staff has previously met with SORE representatives and has 
opened a continued dialogue with the representatives in an attempt to resolve 
disagreements on the project. 
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O17-1 This comment is an introduction to the comments being provided, along with a 
description of the Valley Center Town Council and a summary of general 
recommendations that are discussed in more detail in the remainder of the letter.  
Therefore, specific responses are provided in responses to comments O17-3 to O17-
48 below. 

 
O17-2 This comment provides background information on Valley Center and summarizes 

the five comments on the General Plan Update draft General Plan and DEIR.  
Specific responses to these five comments are provided in responses to comments 
O17-3 to O17-48 below. 

 
O17-3 The County disagrees with this comment.  DEIR Section 4.1.1, Alternatives 

Considered but Rejected, identifies an alternative that would construct a roadway 
network with sufficient capacity to result in every Mobility Element roadway segment 
operating at Level of Service (LOS) D or better.  As described in this section under 
the heading Full Road Network Capacity Alternative: 

 
 “This alternative, which would require increasing the capacity of the road network, 

was considered but rejected because it would result in wider roads that would have 
the potential to significantly impact rural community character, require demolition of 
existing patterns of development where there is insufficient right-of-way to widen 
roads, impede bicycle or pedestrian safety, impact significant biological and cultural 
resources, such as habitat, wetlands, MSCP preserves, wildlife movement, historic 
landmarks, stands of mature trees, and significant archaeological sites.” 

 
 Based upon the above information, this alternative was rejected because it would 

substantially increase the majority of significant environmental impacts identified for 
the proposed project, with the exception of traffic.  Where levels of service (LOS) E 
and F are planned to be accepted, it is only because analysis has shown that the 
costs and impacts associated with widening would outweigh the benefits.  The 
County has determined that the high cost-to-benefit ratio makes the noted 
improvements infeasible.  The County further coordinated with the Valley Center 
Community Planning Group when identifying which roads in Valley Center would be 
accepted to operate at LOS E/F.  The Valley Center Community Planning Group 
supports this approach for the selected segments.   

 
O17-4 This comment asserts that the General Plan Update Mobility Element for Valley 

Center fails to balance land use, mobility, and safety concerns because roads have 
been accepted to operate at level of service (LOS) E/F.  The County acknowledges 
that Appendix I, Rationale for Accepting Roadways with Level of Service E/F, 
provides rationale for accepting Mirar de Valle Road, portions of Valley Center Road, 
portions of Lilac Road, and a portion of Woods Valley Road at a LOS of E or F.  
These road segments were forecast to operate at LOS E/F based on full build-out of 
the General Plan Referral Land Use Map.  The County contends that the General 
Plan Elements can be balanced while accepting some roads to operate at a LOS 
E/F.  The General Plan Update establishes multiple roads and enhances connectivity 
throughout Valley Center to offer a choice of travel routes rather than widen certain 
roads in Valley Center to four lanes.  Also, while non-residential trip generation rates 
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used by the SANDAG traffic model are based on countywide averages, they are 
weighted toward the urbanized areas of the county since that is where nearly all of 
the data has been derived from.  Therefore, in most instances the traffic model 
overstates the number of commercial trips that would be generated in the 
unincorporated county because County Floor Area Ratios and parking requirements 
would not allow development as intense as the SANDAG rates assume.  Finally, the 
traffic model is based on average daily traffic volumes; however, throughout most of 
the day the roads would operate at an acceptable LOS.  It is only during brief peak 
periods that congestion is likely to occur.  Therefore, upon more detailed 
examination, the County disagrees that the Mobility Element is not balanced with the 
Land Use and Safety Elements.   

 
 The County also disagrees that the draft Mobility Element network fails to meet the 

criteria outlined in draft Land Use Element Policy M-2.1 due to the assertion that the 
road segments operating at LOS E/F are marginal deficiencies.  In Valley Center, 
this assertion is only made for Lilac Road, which operates at LOS F for a short 
segment from New Road 19 to Valley Center Road.  The Mobility Element traffic 
forecast model does not take into account intersection improvements, such as right 
turn lanes, which could relieve the congestion on this segment.  In addition, both 
Mirar de Valle Road and New Road 3 offer alternative routes to Lilac Road. 

 
 The County further disagrees that the LOS deficiencies in Valley Center “results in a 

lack of available routes.”  The proposed Mobility Element network for Valley Center 
includes several new roads that improve connectivity and provide alternate routes for 
the community.  These routes are shown on Figure M-A-23 and the accompanying 
matrix provided in the Mobility Element Network Appendix to the draft General Plan.  
They include the following: 

 
 New Road 3 connecting Cole Grade Road with Old Highway 395; 

 New Road 11 providing an additional connection between Cole Grade and Miller 
Roads 

 New Road 14 providing a southern bypass to Valley Center Road from Miller 
Road to east of Cole Grade Road 

 New Road 15 providing an alternate route to Cole Grade Road between Valley 
Center and Cool Valley Roads;  

 New Road 19, a parallel route to Valley Center Road between Lilac and Woods 
Valley Roads; and 

 Mirar de Valle Road (on the current Circulation Element) which would provide an 
additional connection of Valley Center Road to the Interstate 15 south of Old 
Castle/Lilac Roads. 

 
O17-5 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update road network will impact 

public safety or that fire responders will not be able to achieve a reasonable travel 
time.  County Public Road Standards require road shoulders or road design that 
would allow emergency vehicles to get around areas of road congestion, when 
necessary (see also response to comment O17-4 above).   
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O17-6 The County acknowledges that Valley Center is currently a bedroom community 

where many residents commute to employment centers in more urbanized areas.  
The proposed project land use map recommends additional commercial and 
employment opportunities that would reduce the need to travel to more urban areas 
for employment and many services.  This will relieve traffic congestion of roads 
providing access into and out of Valley Center.  In addition, much of the casino traffic 
is during non-peak hours and does not always contribute to increased road 
congestion.  

 
O17-7 It is not clear from this comment or from the Mobility Element matrix attached to the 

comment letter which Transportation and Traffic issues are being addressed or how 
the commenter’s determinations are at variance with the DEIR.  The assertion in the 
comment is inconsistent with Table S-1, Summary of Project Impacts, which 
determines that all six issues would be significant and that three of the six 
Transportation and Traffic issues would result in “Significant and Unavoidable 
Impacts.”  

 
O17-8 This comment states that the draft General Plan Update does not provide sufficient 

emergency secondary exit routes to existing dead-end roads.  The County 
acknowledges that the General Plan Update Mobility Element road network does not 
include a complete network of local public and emergency access roads.  This is not 
the function of the Mobility Element.  Local public and emergency access roads are 
more appropriately identified in community plans or other implementing documents, 
such as road master plans; however, the draft Mobility Element network does identify 
several essential new local public road connections as discussed in response to 
comment O17-4 above.   

 
O17-9 This comment identifies additional local public roads that are provided as Attachment 

2 to the comment letter, along with a reference to Attachment 1, which proposes 
modifications to the Mobility Element.  As discussed in the response to comment 
O17-8 above, local public roads are more appropriately addressed in community 
plans; therefore, this information should be considered during the current update to 
the Valley Center Community Plan.  A response to the proposed modifications to the 
Mobility Element network is provided as response to comment O17-49 below. 

 
O17-10 This comment proposes relocating land use density for the Valley Center Community 

Planning Area from the two Villages proposed by the General Plan Update to a new 
western village with sufficient commercial, industrial, and residential to be 
sustainable.  The inclusion of a new village in the western portion of Valley Center is 
not included on any of the land use alternatives analyzed by the DEIR; therefore, it is 
beyond the reasonable range of alternatives identified for the DEIR.  As a result, the 
proposed land use modification would require significant revisions to the General 
Plan Update and the DEIR, which would delay the adoption of the General Plan 
Update by one to two years.  The County does not support a significant change to 
the project this late in the planning process and would recommend that the proposed 
western village be considered outside of the General Plan Update. 
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O17-11 This comment introduces three alternatives to create a more balanced plan for Valley 
Center.  These alternatives will be discussed in responses to comments O17-12 
through O17-14 below.   

 
O17-12 The comment proposes expanding the capacity on Mirar de Valle Road in the 

General Plan Update Mobility Element.  The County acknowledges that the DEIR 
traffic model forecasts Mirar de Valle Road to operate at LOS E/F.  Staff has 
recommended a two-lane classification for Mirar de Valle because that is consistent 
with the recommendation of the Valley Center Planning Group, the elected 
representatives of the community, and because when a four lane alternative for the 
road was modeled earlier in the General Plan Update planning process, the road still 
operated at LOS E/F.  It appears that any widening would draw more traffic and 
congestion than the road can accommodate because it is the most direct route to the 
Interstate 15.  The County is proposing to retain the road at two lanes and better 
disperse traffic along other routes.  For example, the traffic model forecasts for the 
Referral Map (the most intensely developed land use alternative) road network show 
that there is sufficient capacity on Valley Center Road south of Woods Valley Road 
to accommodate the excess traffic on Mirar de Valle Road.  Therefore, if traffic 
congestion occurs on Mirar de Valle Road, drivers will have an alternative to get to 
the Interstate 15 that is not congested.  As such, Mirar de Valle is more appropriately 
designated as a two-lane road. 

 
O17-13 This comment letter will be part of the Final EIR; therefore, the commenter’s 

preference for the Environmentally Superior Map is documented and this information 
will be made available to the County Board of Supervisors.  The County Board of 
Supervisors has the approval authority for the proposed project and will consider all 
information in the Final EIR and related documents before making a decision on the 
project.  

 
 See also response to comment O17-10 above. 
 
O17-14 The County does not agree with the proposal to add a Western Village as discussed 

in the response to comment O17-10 above. 
 
O17-15 The County is not clear on what this comment is inferring and is not aware of what is 

being referred to as “new technology which might co-locate and use existing 
corridors and/or be scalable and easily connected to new technologies in existing 
corridors.”  Therefore, no response is provided. 

 
O17-16 DEIR Appendix L, Project Alternatives Area of Difference (AOD), in particular VC3, 

has been amended to reflect that a new fire station and new east-west road are 
proposed near the subject AOD. 

 
O17-17 DEIR Appendix L, Project Alternatives Area of Difference (AOD), in particular VC10, 

has been amended to reflect that a new east-west road is proposed near the subject 
AOD.  See response to comment O17-10 for a response to the recommendation for 
using this parcel as part of a new Western village.  
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O17-18 The County concurs that this property has historically had Rural Commercial uses 
and the Referral Map (proposed project) assigns a Rural Commercial designation for 
this parcel.  As discussed in response to comment O17-13 above, the County Board 
of Supervisors has the approval authority for the proposed project and will consider 
all information in the Final EIR and related documents before making a decision on 
the project. 

 
O17-19 This comment reiterates the commenter’s support for a Western Village in Valley 

center.  See response to comment O17-10 above. 
 
O17-20 This comment reiterates its support for a Western Village and recommends specific 

changes to the Draft General Plan.  Staff’s responses to the recommended changes 
are provided in responses to comments O17-21 through O17-24 below. 

 
O17-21 This comment recommends a policy that would allow for the creation of Special 

Study Area.  The County is not opposed to special study areas and is coordinating 
with the Tecate Sponsor Group to plan a special study area in the Tecate Sponsor 
Group Area.  A policy is not required to plan and implement special study areas; 
therefore, the County disagrees that a new policy needs be added to the Draft 
General Plan; however, the commenter should coordinate with the Valley Center 
Community Planning Group to include a Special Study Area in the Valley Center 
Community Plan Update, if appropriate. 

 
O17-22 The County disagrees with the recommended revisions to draft General Plan Policy 

LU-1.2, Regional Categories Map Amendments.  The comment implies that the 
mandatory language of the policy would preclude changes to be made to the 
General Plan, outside of a comprehensive update.  The County supports the 
language of the policy as written because it clearly shows the intent to minimize 
changes to Regional Categories.  The County disagrees that the use of the word 
“avoid” would preclude future amendments to the General Plan.  State law allows for 
General Plan Amendments and the County intends to implement a process to 
facilitate "maintenance" amendments that are necessary to "clean up" or address 
such problems as they arise (see also measure 1.2.1.A General Plan Review from 
the draft Implementation Plan). 

 
O17-23 The County disagrees with the recommended revisions to draft General Plan Policy 

LU-1.4, Leapfrog Development.  The comment implies that the mandatory language 
of the policy would preclude appropriate leapfrog development; however, the policy 
is only intended to prohibit leapfrog development when it is not consistent with 
community plans.  Therefore, if leapfrog development is desired in the future, it could 
be pursued further once identified in the Community Plan. 

 
O17-24 The County does not agree that draft General Plan Policy LU-14.4, Sewer Facilities, 

should be amended to allow sewer extensions for the creation of self-sustaining new 
villages.  If new villages are appropriate they will be identified in the Community Plan, 
which would include an extension of the Village boundary.  Therefore, the extension 
of sewer facilities should only occur in accordance with the policy as currently 
written. 
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O17-25 This comment appears to combine specific planning issues related to Valley Center 

with environmental impacts from the DEIR that were determined to be potentially 
significant for the General Plan Update as a whole.  The County does not agree with 
the assertions in this comment or the manner in which they are presented.  Most of 
the bulleted phrases in this comment are erroneous when compared to the actual 
conclusions in the CEQA document.  The County refers the reader to the guidelines 
provided in the DEIR for determining significance for these subject areas, and the 
detailed discussions provided for environmental impacts that would be potentially 
significant.   

 
O17-26 The County appreciates the comment and recognizes that a significant level of 

development is likely to occur in the future.  As a result, the impacts evaluated by the 
DEIR are based on full build-out of each land use map alternative. 

 
O17-27 The County appreciates the level of effort that went into review of the land use map 

by the Valley Center Town Council (VCTC).  This comment letter, which includes 
these land use recommendations for inside the villages, will become part of the Final 
EIR that will be available to the Board of Supervisors, who will make the ultimate 
decision for which land use map to adopt, as discussed in response to comment 
O17-13. 

 
O17-28 Road Segment 3A is included in the proposed project.  The County does not agree 

with the other suggested changes in this comment.  See also response to comment 
O17-10. 

 
O17-29 Refer to response to comment O17-27 above.  
 
O17-30 The County appreciates the additional rationale that the Valley Center Town Council 

(VCTC) has provided in support of the VCTC-preferred land use alternative.  Refer to 
response to comment O17-27 above. 

 
O17-31 The County acknowledges the differences between the Valley Center Town Council-

preferred land use alternative as compared to the proposed project, the Referral Map 
(see also response to comment O17-30 above). 

 
O17-32 This comment lists General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures and 

argues that the Valley Center Town Council (VCTC) recommendation would better 
support them.  While the VCTC recommendation is not part of the proposed project 
or analyzed alternatives, ultimately the Board of Supervisors must determine how the 
County can best meet its goals, policies and objectives.  The information in this 
comment will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

 
O17-33 The County acknowledges that there are differences between the DEIR roadway 

classifications and the lookup tables on the SANDAG traffic model maps.  The 
differences in the SANDAG lookup tables were coordinated with the County and are 
meant to provide more variables in the County DEIR traffic model to reflect actual 
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conditions and variations in road improvements.  For example, although the County 
Road Standards identify maximum design speed, there are instances where this 
design speed may not be able to be achieved, such as when the intersection spacing 
is short or the road has a lot of side friction.  Therefore, the SANDAG lookup tables 
include road classifications with a variety of travel speeds, whereas the Standards 
only provide the maximum design speed. 

 
O17-34 The County acknowledges that the SANDAG lookup tables identify a greater variety 

of thresholds for level of service (LOS) D for four-lane roads.  Again, as with the 
response to comment O17-33 above, these differences are meant to better reflect 
actual conditions for existing roads.  For example, the County Road Standards 
provide only two improvement options for the Major and Boulevard classifications 
(raised median or intermittent turn lanes).  The SANDAG lookup tables provide 
thresholds for additional conditions, such as a continuous turn lane or a one-way two 
lane road. 

 
O17-35 This comment points out a difference in design speeds shown in the General Plan 

Update DEIR Road Standards and the speeds in the SANDAG traffic model.  These 
differences were explained in the response to comment O17-34.  In addition, the 
SANDAG traffic model is based on travel speed and the County Road Standards are 
based on design speeds.  These two are not the same and that is why the 
differences appear. 

 
O17-36 The County acknowledges that the Mobility Element network includes local public 

roads in some instances, and the level of service (LOS) for these roads is not 
reported.  This is explained in the County Road Network section of the Mobility 
Element under the Road Classifications heading. 

 
 “Local public roads are normally not included in the Mobility Element network, but are 

depicted with the network for informational purposes when they provide continuity 
between two Mobility Element roads, especially those that would operate at an 
unacceptable level of service without the local public roads.  Local public roads are 
also depicted in areas that are currently undeveloped but planned in a future 
development area.  Right-of-way should be reserved for these roads for local 
ingress/egress and non-motorized uses until subsequent planning efforts in the area 
determine specific locations of the local public road network.  The basic criteria for 
depicting local public roads in the Mobility Element are provided in the County’s 
Public Road Standards.” 

 
 Although shown on the Mobility Element network, these roads are still considered to 

be local public roads and would be subject to all the conditions as detailed in the 
County Public Road Standards.  Future traffic studies would still be required. 

 
O17-37 The adjusted volumes depicted on the plots are the same adjusted volumes used by 

SANDAG to calculate the level of service (LOS). 
 
O17-38 The County acknowledges that trip generation rates for undeveloped areas proposed 

for the Village Core Mixed Use land use designation assume a 50-50 mix between 
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commercial and multi-family residential uses.  This was applied because the mix of 
the future development is unknown.  The County does not agree that using this 
assumed mix for the traffic model is inconsistent with the Land Use Element.  It is 
meant to provide a reasonable scenario when the actual future mix is unknown.  The 
County also does not agree that this assumed 50-50 mix “could pose significant 
problems.”  Generally, the traffic model is overly conservative when applying trip 
generation rates of 694 average daily trips per acre of General Commercial land 
uses.  This trip generation rate was derived primarily from commercial uses in more 
urbanized areas with more intensive patterns of development.  Therefore, the County 
would contend that any underestimation in the amount of commercial land uses in 
the Mixed Use designation is compensated for by this General Commercial trip 
generation rate that is used.  (See also response to comment O17-4) 

 
O17-39 The County has deleted Table 2.15-28, Criteria for Accepting LOS E/F Roads, from 

the DEIR.  This table was included in error, and was from a prior draft of the General 
Plan Update which has since been revised and deleted (refer to response to 
comment O17-43 below).  The new table does not include “community willing to 
accept a lower LOS” as part of the criteria.  These revisions provide clarifying text 
and do not result in any new significant environmental impacts. 

 
O17-40 The County agrees and has removed “community willing to accept a lower LOS” as 

part of the criteria for accepting roads at LOS E/F. 
 
O17-41 The County disagrees that reductions in density will not improve the level of service 

(LOS) on County roadways, but does concur that to fully resolve road deficiencies, 
reductions in density alone is insufficient.  The County also disagrees that new traffic 
model runs are necessary due to inconsistencies in LOS thresholds, as explained in 
response to comment O17-34 above.  For the purposes of the DEIR, the County 
contends that the traffic model adequately evaluates the LOS for the project 
alternatives.  Nevertheless, the County does intend to rerun the traffic model using 
the land use map that is endorsed by the County Planning Commission, prior to 
seeking adoption of the General Plan Update from the Board of Supervisors. 

 
O17-42 The County agrees with the comment that community consensus is not included in 

DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, 
but is included in Appendix I, Impacted Roadway Segment and Supporting Rationale 
for LOS E/F Level Acceptance.  In addition, community consensus is never identified 
as the primary criteria for accepting a road segment with LOS E and F.  The primary 
criteria are identified in DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, but community consensus is also 
identified in Appendix I when appropriate.  This is merely to document when the 
proposal to accept LOS E and F is consistent with community preferences.   

 
O17-43 The County has replaced Table 2.15-28, Criteria for Accepting LOS E/F Roads, from 

the DEIR with the criteria that accompanies draft General Plan Policy M-2.1, Level of 
Service Criteria.  This table was included in error, and was from a prior draft of the 
General Plan Update which has since been revised.  Refer to DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, 
Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, under the heading, 
Infeasible Mitigation Measures, and Appendix I of the DEIR, Impacted Roadway 
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Segment and Supporting Rationale for LOS E/F Level Acceptance, for information 
related to infeasible roadway mitigation measures.  These sections no longer include 
the wording “land use modifications.”  Therefore, the analysis requested in the 
comment is unnecessary.  These revisions provide clarifying text and do not result in 
any new significant environmental impacts.   

 
O17-44 The County appreciates the commenter’s assessment of Valley Center roads in 

regard to rural road safety and where the Valley Center Town Council’s (VCTC) 
recommendations differ from those of the Valley Center Community Planning Group 
(VCCPG).  The County disagrees that specific deficiencies in road conditions are 
appropriate to address in a General Plan Mobility Element.  These should be 
addressed in a capital improvements plan.  The County recommends that the VCTC 
coordinate with the VCCPG and update their priorities for road improvements and 
submit these revised priorities to the County Department of Public Works.   

 
O17-45 The County appreciates the Valley Center Town Council’s assessment of road 

emergency access and egress conditions on Valley Center roads.  As discussed in 
the response to comment O17-8 above, this information is more appropriately 
addressed in the Valley Center Community Plan.  Staff recommends that the Valley 
Center Town Council coordinate with the Valley Center Community Planning Group 
in the ongoing efforts to update the Valley Center Community Plan. 

 
O17-46 The County acknowledges the differences the Valley Center Town Council has with 

the Valley Center Community Planning Group and Design Review Board; however, 
this comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 

 
O17-47 The County appreciates the comment concerning the Transportation Impact Fee 

(TIF) program, which is a mitigation measure of the General Plan Update DEIR.  
How the fees are actually assessed does not raise a significant environmental issue 
for which a response in required. 

 
O17-48 This is a concluding comment that does not require a response. 
 
O17-49 The County appreciates the level of effort that went into review and the 

recommendations made by the Valley Center Town Council on the Valley Center 
Mobility Element road network.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors will determine 
the Mobility Element road network that is adopted.  The information in this comment 
will be in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

 
O17-50 As discussed in the response to comment O17-8, the additional circulation roads 

identified in Attachment 2 are more appropriately identified in the Valley Center 
Community Plan. 
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